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Senate 
The Senate was not in session today. Its next meeting will be held on Monday, June 20, 2005, at 2 p.m. 

House of Representatives 
FRIDAY, JUNE 17, 2005

The House met at 9 a.m. and was 
called to order by the Speaker pro tem-
pore (Mr. BONNER). 

f 

DESIGNATION OF THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Speaker:

WASHINGTON, DC, 
June 17, 2005. 

I hereby appoint the Honorable JO BONNER 
to act as Speaker pro tempore on this day. 

J. DENNIS HASTERT, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives.

f 

PRAYER 

The Chaplain, the Reverend Daniel P. 
Coughlin, offered the following prayer: 

Eternal God, Father of all, bless the 
work of Congress today. May the Mem-
bers of this Chamber and all Americans 
find true significance in their work and 
rejoice with coworkers in the final 
product or collaborative service they 
produce for the good of others. 

As we approach the weekend, we 
praise You and we bless You, Lord, for 
all fathers, both living and dead. Their 
very presence or their memory can in-
still in us strength wrapped in 
gentleness, forbearance revealed in 
practicality, and a self-giving love 
which is a reflection of Your own infi-
nite life and goodness. 

Grant stability to American family 
life, that children of this generation 
and the next may know peace of heart, 
and find refuge from a competitive and 
violent world in the recesses of home. 

May fathers of this Nation be the 
first and best teachers of their children 
to find satisfaction in hard work, beau-
ty and strong character, the ways of 
faith, the joys of family life, and the 
importance of justice. 

This we ask of You, Eternal Father, 
now and forever. Amen. 

f 

THE JOURNAL 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair has examined the Journal of the 
last day’s proceedings and announces 
to the House his approval thereof. 

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved. 

f 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the 
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. KUCINICH) 
come forward and lead the House in the 
Pledge of Allegiance. 

Mr. KUCINICH led the Pledge of Alle-
giance as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 

f 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair will entertain up to five 1-minute 
requests on each side.

ATLANTA’S ENVIRONMENTAL 
SUCCESS 

(Mr. PRICE of Georgia asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 

Mr. PRICE of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, 
today is a great day for metropolitan 
Atlanta. For the first time in quite a 
while, Georgians can breath easier and 
healthier. 

According to the EPA, the air qual-
ity in the Atlanta area is better today 
than it has been for over a quarter cen-
tury. In fact, the region has made sig-
nificant strides when it comes to the 
environment. Custom fuel, periodic 
automobile emission checks, and curb-
ing industrial emissions have all con-
tributed to these much-improved re-
sults. 

In fact, the environment is shaping 
up, and air quality is on the rise all 
across the Nation. Reports have shown 
that in the 1990s levels of air pollution 
decreased, for lead by 60 percent, for 
carbon monoxide by 36 percent, for par-
ticulates by 18 percent, and for ozone 
by 4. 

We in Georgia are on our way to 
building on this news. Thanks to the 
commitment made by citizens and 
business and elected officials, a true 
partnership has developed. Today I 
congratulate the hard work of all of 
those who have made this possible and 
look forward to even more environ-
mental success in the Sixth District of 
Georgia and all across this great Na-
tion. 
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THE PRESIDENT IS THE 

OBSTRUCTIONIST 

(Mr. EMANUEL asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. EMANUEL. Mr. Speaker, a few 
weeks ago the President said, ‘‘Those 
who obstruct reform, no matter what 
party they are in, will pay a political 
price.’’ 

Ironically, it is not the Democrats 
that are slowing Social Security re-
form, but the President’s insistence on 
the privatization of Social Security. 
The privatization of Social Security 
has become the poison pill to progress. 

In a world where retirements have 
become less, not more secure, people 
like the security that comes with So-
cial Security, as the United Airlines 
employees have just told us. The Amer-
ican people have overwhelming re-
jected the President’s proposal for pri-
vatization of Social Security. It is time 
to move on. 

We Democrats have retirement secu-
rity ideas, such as a 401(k) automatic 
enrollment, direct deposit of tax re-
turns into 401(k)s, a 50-percent govern-
ment match for savings. Republicans 
have ideas as well, and we are not all 
that far apart. But before we can move 
forward, privatization of Social Secu-
rity has to come off the table, just like 
it was removed in 1983, that led to a 75-
year security of Social Security. 

We can choose to lead, or we can end-
lessly debate the privatization of So-
cial Security, a plan the American peo-
ple have already rejected. Let us not 
allow the President’s privatization to 
stand in the way of progress.

f 

THE NEED FOR SENATOR DURBIN 
TO APOLOGIZE 

(Mr. WILSON of South Carolina 
asked and was given permission to ad-
dress the House for 1 minute and to re-
vise and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. WILSON of South Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, two suspected terrorists were 
arrested last week for plotting to blow 
up a supermarket in California. If they 
are convicted and sent to Guantanamo, 
they will be greeted by U.S. soldiers 
who treat them humanely and provide 
Korans, prayer rugs and nutritious 
meals. 

However, the Democrat whip Senator 
DURBIN this week slanderously com-
pared U.S. soldiers serving honorably 
at Guantanamo to mass murderers Hit-
ler, Stalin, and Pol Pot. His statements 
were irresponsible, disrespectful and, 
most of all, dangerous. 

By likening American troops to bru-
tal tyrants who killed millions of inno-
cent civilians and misrepresenting the 
vital mission at Guantanamo, the 
Democrat whip Senator DURBIN has put 
our soldiers and the American people 
at risk. His dangerous political diatribe 
will only embolden terrorists who seek 
to justify their determined war against 
our citizens at home and abroad. 

Senator DURBIN should apologize to 
U.S. soldiers and American families for 

his smear and slander. As terrorists 
plot to infiltrate our country and mur-
der innocent civilians, American lead-
ers should not embolden their horrific 
agenda. 

In conclusion, God bless our troops, 
and we will never forget September 11. 

f 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair advises Members that remarks in 
debate may not engage in personalities 
toward Members of the Senate.

f 

SUPPORT H.J. RES. 55, WITH-
DRAWING U.S. TROOPS FROM 
IRAQ 

(Mr. KUCINICH asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, yester-
day a bipartisan coalition of Members 
of Congress introduced H.J. Res. 55, 
which is a binding congressional reso-
lution calling on President Bush to 
begin withdrawing the United States 
Armed Forces from Iraq on or before 
October 1, 2006. 

This bipartisan binding resolution is 
entitled Homeward Bound, and it is 
about bringing our troops home. I 
would like to cite some provisions of 
the statement of policy which is in H.J. 
Res. 55. It says that it is the policy of 
the United States to announce, not 
later than December 31, 2005, a plan for 
the withdrawal of all U.S. forces from 
Iraq. 

And, second, it is our policy to turn 
over all military operations in Iraq to 
the elected Government of Iraq, and 
provide for the prompt and orderly 
withdrawal of all U.S. Armed Forces 
from Iraq; and, finally, to initiate such 
a withdrawal as soon as possible, but 
not later than October 1, 2006. 

Support H.J. Res. 55. Thank you. 

f 

ELECTION DAY IN IRAN 

(Mr. KIRK asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. KIRK. Mr. Speaker, today is elec-
tion day in Iran. As cochair of the Iran 
Study Group, with my colleague the 
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. AN-
DREWS), we saw 1,000 people stand for 
the Presidency of Iran. But the Guard-
ian Council only allowed eight can-
didates to actually run. 

We expect that Rafsanjani will win 
this election today, and when we does, 
with less than half of the Iranian peo-
ple voting, he will have a choice before 
him and his nation: whether to con-
tinue Iran’s policy of lying to the U.N. 
about its nuclear weapon program, of 
supporting terror, and continuing a 
policy of economic isolation and stag-
nation, or rejoining the international 
community and spurring economic 
growth in a new Iran as part of a world-

wide community that does not support 
terror. 

Mr. Speaker, we hope, we hope, that 
the new Iranian Government chooses 
wisely. 

f 

SUPPORTING CHAIRMAN 
SENSENBRENNER 

(Mr. PENCE asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. PENCE. Mr. Speaker, 1 week ago 
the House Committee on the Judiciary 
convened a memorable hearing on the 
PATRIOT Act. Members of the Demo-
cratic minority called the hearing. All 
of the witnesses at the hearing opposed 
the PATRIOT Act, and, in fact, broadly 
opposed administration action. Since I 
was there, I can say with authority, 
throughout a contentious hearing the 
Chairman, the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. SENSENBRENNER), was 
tough, fair and respectful to Members 
and witnesses regardless of their point 
of view. 

Now, some have called the hearing 
undemocratic. Well, there were hard 
issues, strong disagreements, but they 
were debated under the rules fairly ad-
ministered. Undemocratic? Hardly. 
This was democracy at work. 

I commend the chairman, the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. SENSEN-
BRENNER) for his leadership of the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary and am proud 
to serve on it.

f 

COMMUNICATION FROM CON-
STITUENT REPRESENTATIVE OF 
HON. DEVIN NUNES 

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from Marjorie Risi, Con-
stituent Representative of the Honor-
able DEVIN NUNES, Member of Congress:

JUNE 15, 2005. 
Hon. J. DENNIS HASTERT, 
Speaker, House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: This is to notify you 
formally, pursuant to Rule VIII of the Rules 
of the House of Representatives, that I have 
been served with a subpoena, issued by the 
Superior Court for Fresno County, Cali-
fornia, for testimony in a criminal case. 

After consultation with the Office of Gen-
eral Counsel, I have determined that compli-
ance with the subpoena is consistent with 
the precedents and privileges of the House. 

Sincerely, 
MARJORIE RISI, 

Constituent Representative. 

f 

HENRY J. HYDE UNITED NATIONS 
REFORM ACT OF 2005 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
BONNER). Pursuant to House Resolu-
tion 319 and rule XVIII, the Chair de-
clares the House in the Committee of 
the Whole House on the State of the 
Union for further consideration of the 
bill, H.R. 2745. 
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 
Accordingly, the House resolved 

itself into the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union for 
further consideration of the bill (H.R. 
2745) to reform the United Nations, and 
for other purposes, with Mr. LAHOOD 
(Acting Chairman) in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The Acting CHAIRMAN. When the 

committee of the Whole rose on Thurs-
day, June 16, 2005, amendment No. 3 
printed in Subpart C of Part 1 of House 
Report 109–132 by the gentleman from 
Massachusetts (Mr. MARKEY) had been 
disposed of. 

It is now in order to debate the sub-
ject of human rights. 

Pursuant to House Resolution 319, 
the gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. 
SMITH) and the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. LANTOS) each will control 
10 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from New Jersey (Mr. SMITH). 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 2 minutes to the distin-
guished gentlewoman from Florida 
(Ms. HARRIS). 

Ms. HARRIS. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
today in support of the Henry J. Hyde 
United Nations Reform Act. We have 
seen in recent years a steady stream of 
reports detailing mismanagement, cor-
ruption and outright abuse of the U.N. 
operations, from the Oil-for-Food Scan-
dal in Saddam Hussein’s Iraq, to re-
ports of U.N. peacekeepers raping chil-
dren in Bosnia and Sudan, to reports of 
nepotism, cronyism, and financial 
irregularities in the U.N. missions 
around the world. 

We have seen clearly evidence of mis-
management and corruption, fraud and 
abuse in this institution. The U.N. Re-
form Act was developed to address 
these failings by streamlining U.N. pro-
grams, restoring accountability, set-
ting clear budget and operational pri-
orities. These are baseline reforms that 
many U.N. supporters agree have been 
needed for years, and that can be 
achieved within a reasonable time-
frame to restore the U.N.’s 
functionality and credibility. 

To drive the process of reform, this 
bill sets forth a strong enforcement 
mechanism by withholding 50 percent 
of U.S. dues if these reforms are not in-
stituted by 2007. With this enforcement 
mechanism we can ensure that the 
U.N. lives up to the ideals it was found-
ed to advance six decades ago. 

I would like to take this opportunity 
to thank Chairman HYDE for his leader-
ship, for his wisdom and for his states-
manship in developing this legislative 
package to bring a new era of oversight 
and accountability to the U.N.

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
to the distinguished Democratic whip 
as much time as he might consume. 

(Mr. HOYER asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the distinguished gentleman from Cali-

fornia (Mr. LANTOS) for yielding me the 
time. 

Mr. Chairman, the question before 
this House today is not whether the 
United Nations should be reformed, but 
how the institution must be reformed. 
Virtually every Member of the House 
agrees with this proposition. If the 
U.N. is going to retain its credibility, 
it must implement meaningful reform 
in areas such as budgeting, oversight, 
and accountability, and certainly 
peacekeeping and human rights. 

We, of course, are not alone in this 
assessment. The administration agrees. 
The congressionally established Task 
Force on the United Nations, which 
just issued its report on reform this 
week, agrees. Even top officials of the 
United Nations agree that reform is 
needed, and Secretary General Kofi 
Annan has issued a broad reform agen-
da. 

It is well established, Mr. Chairman, 
that the U.N. suffers under poor man-
agement, low staff morale, and a lack 
of accountability and professional eth-
ics. Even worse, the organization has 
been wracked by scandal; for example, 
revelations of corruption in the Food-
for-Oil program in Iraq, and evidence 
that U.N. peacekeepers sexually abused 
women and children that they were 
sent to protect. 

However, administrative incom-
petence and even corruption pale in 
comparison to the United Nations’s 
failure to act to prevent genocide, most 
recently in Rwanda, Bosnia and 
Kosovo, and, yes, even as we speak in 
Darfur, Sudan. 

Let no one be mistaken, Mr. Chair-
man, I believe the United States’ na-
tional security interests are served and 
strengthened by our active participa-
tion in international organizations, in-
cluding the United Nations, but, Mr. 
Chairman, we must not flinch from 
asking, can an organization established 
to promote tolerance, human rights 
and the peaceful resolution of disputes 
long survive when its members cannot 
summon the will to stop the slaughter 
of innocent men, women and children, 
or to enforce resolutions adopted over-
whelmingly to achieve international 
stability and security? 

The answer, I think, is self-evident. 
Specifically, I believe the U.N. ideal is 
undermined when members refuse to 
act against an international outlaw 
such as Saddam Hussein, who fla-
grantly flouts his obligations under 
countless Security Council resolutions. 

Frankly, Mr. Chairman, we are mired 
in a war in Iraq, where the United 
States is bearing the overwhelming 
burden to act against an international 
lawbreaker against whom the United 
Nations unanimously passed 17 resolu-
tions in 121⁄2 years saying that he was 
in violation of the obligations imposed 
upon him by the United Nations, and 
which they, in a united way, agreed he 
had not complied with. As I have stat-
ed before, the member states of the 
United Nations must respond to such 
defiance with more than mere words. 
They must respond with action. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the 
motivation of Chairman HYDE’s bill; 
however, I disagree with its method, an 
enforcement mechanism that would 
mandate a 50 percent cut in the United 
States contribution to the U.N. should 
the legislation’s 39 proposed reforms 
not be implemented. As Under Sec-
retary of State Nicholas Burns of this 
administration told the Washington 
Post, this approach would undermine 
American credibility at the United Na-
tions; it would undermine our, meaning 
the United States’ effectiveness. 

In contrast, the Democratic sub-
stitute offered by Mr. LANTOS is far su-
perior. It maintains, Mr. Chairman, the 
link between achieving U.N. reforms 
and withholding a portion of the 
United States assessed dues; however, 
critically importantly, it gives the 
Secretary discretion to make such 
cuts, rather than mandating them. 

As an aside, let me say, Mr. Chair-
man, that I believe that as long as we 
are a member of the U.N., we have an 
obligation, a duty, it is in our interest, 
to pay our fair share. Importantly as 
well, the substitute provides the Sec-
retary with a waiver to the require-
ment to veto all new peacekeeping mis-
sions or to expand existing missions. 
To do otherwise, in my opinion, would 
be a significant mistake. 

The Republican bill provides no waiv-
er. In effect, it would block the United 
States from supporting any new peace-
keeping mission, including involve-
ment in a crisis like the one in Darfur, 
until peacekeeping reforms are com-
pleted. 

Very frankly, the victims of genocide 
cannot wait for a recalcitrant United 
Nations to accomplish those reforms 
until such time as we act to save lives, 
prevent dislocation, and maintain the 
safety and human rights of the inhab-
itants of some country. 

Finally, Mr. Chairman, this sub-
stitute directs the Secretary of State 
to withhold 10 percent of our contribu-
tions to the U.N.’s peacekeeping budget 
when the U.N. fails to suspend the 
membership and act against a member 
which is engaged in or acquiescing in 
genocide. 

Again, Mr. Chairman, none of us 
questions the necessity of U.N. reform. 
Reform is not optional, it is impera-
tive. The underlying bill, however, is 
an unproductive and harmful response 
to real problems. 

The Democratic substitute, the sub-
stitute offered by the ranking Demo-
crat, the gentleman from California 
(Mr. LANTOS), gives us our best oppor-
tunity to strengthen and revitalize the 
U.N., and I urge my colleagues in a bi-
partisan way, on both sides of the aisle, 
liberals and conservatives, concerned 
about both the reform of the United 
Nations, but also the effective oper-
ation of an international organization, 
our best hope to maintain inter-
national law and order, to protect 
human rights and redeem the promises 
made when we created the organization 
we know as the United Nations. 
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And I thank my friend for yielding 

the time, supporting this substitute, 
and I urge all of my colleagues to do 
the same.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Chairman, the Henry J. Hyde 
U.N. Reform Act of 2005 is, without a 
doubt, tough but necessary medicine 
designed to effectuate systematic and 
sustainable reforms at the United Na-
tions bureaucracies, its missions, and 
programs. It is serious and refuses to 
accept business as usual. And nowhere 
is the need for massive reform more 
compelling than in the realm of human 
rights. 

Over the years we have heard calls 
for reform. Time and again they have 
fallen on deaf ears. In a bizarre ren-
dition of George Orwell’s Animal Farm, 
countries which severely violate 
human rights of their own citizens are 
members in good standing at the U.N. 
Human Rights Commission and as such 
sit as judge and jury of human rights 
conditions around the world. ECOSOC, 
the United Nations body which ap-
points states to the Human Rights 
Commission, facilitates this cruel 
hoax, which guarantees dysfunction at 
the human rights body, and allows vio-
lators and violating countries to con-
tinue to be placed on the Commission 
with no accountability whatsoever be-
cause of its secret voting procedures. 

Even U.N. officials have admitted the 
Commission is not doing its job. A U.N. 
high-level panel in December of 2004 
concluded that the UNCHR’s credi-
bility and professionalism has been un-
dermined due to the active under-
mining of the work of the Commission 
by members with poor human rights 
records. 

In March, U.N. Secretary Kofi Annan 
told the Commission, and I quote him, 
‘‘unless we remake our human rights 
machinery, we may be unable to renew 
public confidence in the United Na-
tions.’’ 

Indeed, Mr. Chairman, in March I was 
in Geneva for the Human Rights Com-
mission for the umpteenth time. I first 
started going back when Armando 
Valladares, that great human rights 
leader in Cuba, was appointed as our 
ambassador by Ronald Reagan. And I 
had seen over these many years that 
that body has gone from bad to worse. 
There was no resolution, for example, 
this year on Zimbabwe, called an out-
post of tyranny by Secretary Rice. 
There was no resolution on 
Turkmenistan, the most repressive of 
the 55 countries of the OSCE, whose 
government bulldozes mosques, tor-
tures Christians and closes rural hos-
pitals. And there is no resolution on 
the People’s Republic of China, despite 
the fact that they have an egregious 
human rights record and routinely tor-
ture and maim, especially those who 
are political dissidents, and those who 
practice their faith, whether it be 
Christian, Jewish, Tibet or the Mus-
lims. China persecutes all of those indi-

viduals, by the tens of thousands, in-
cluding the Falun Gong, and yet there 
was no resolution on China. 

Resolutions, I am happy to say, 
against Belarus and Cuba were ap-
proved, but that was because President 
Bush himself and Rudy Boschwitz, who 
led our delegation, and Ambassador 
Moley and others did a Herculean job 
of getting countries that were likely 
not to support them to do so, but it 
took their personal lobbying. It was 
not about their human rights records, 
it was about trying to motivate these 
countries to do the work that they 
should have done otherwise. 

Even the U.N. High Commissioner for 
Human Rights, Louise Arbour, a 
former Supreme Court Justice from 
Canada, told me in a conversation I 
had in Geneva just a few weeks ago 
that she believes the atmosphere at the 
Commission on Human Rights is 
surreal, her word, and that there is, 
quote, no intellectual engagement or 
serious consideration on the issues. 

The current model is ill-suited to the 
task, she noted, in which the Commis-
sion is both the adjudicator and the 
implementor of human rights. She 
said, and I quote her again, the process 
needs to reinvent itself, and that is 
precisely what Congressman HYDE is 
trying to do with this, very strong lan-
guage, very strong piece of legislation; 
to finally say, time to put away the 
games and speak truth to power, espe-
cially to these dictatorships. 

I would just point out to my col-
leagues anecdotally that the Commis-
sion on Human Rights so often turns 
human rights on its head. 

Bob Fu, the president of China Aid 
Association, and a victim of the Chi-
nese gulag himself, who testified before 
my subcommittee in April, is just one 
more example of the hypocrisy of that 
body. Mr. Fu was physically expelled 
from the Commission when the Chinese 
delegation objected and said they felt 
threatened by the electric shock device 
that Mr. Fu was showing at a dem-
onstration on how China mistreats and 
tortures its prisoners. His credentials 
were taken away, and he was given the 
boot. 

But it is not just the Commission on 
Human Rights that is broken; other 
human rights bodies that deal with 
human rights have also strayed from 
their core mandates and have failed to 
act against severe human rights viola-
tors. 

Mr. Chairman, despite almost uni-
versal acknowledgment of the prob-
lems which exist at the U.N. human 
rights system, there has been little re-
form; lots of lip service, lots of we will 
do it next week, we will do it next 
year; nothing tangible. In fact, it has 
actually gotten worse over these many 
years. 

It is clear more pressure is needed, 
and the Henry J. Hyde U.N. Reform Act 
of 2005 is intended to end this deplor-
able state of affairs.

b 0930 
The legislation mandates that the 

U.N. adopt criteria for membership on 

any human rights body. It should be a 
no-brainer, but this legislation stipu-
lates that countries which fail to up-
hold the Universal Declaration of 
Human Rights should be ineligible for 
membership. You would think that 
would be a given. Well, it is not. This 
legislation tries to ensure that it is a 
given. 

Likewise, countries that are subject 
to sanction by the Security Council, 
countries that are subjected to coun-
try-specific human rights resolutions, 
or countries that violate the principles 
of the human rights bodies they aspire 
to join would be ineligible for member-
ship. 

In addition to the other criteria, the 
bill mandates that no human rights 
body has a standing agenda item that 
relates only to one country or region. 
We all know what that is all about. 
Every time I have been over in Geneva, 
and I know the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. LANTOS) and others have 
been concerned about this as well, 
there is a whole agenda item that fo-
cuses on Israel. And the Israel bashing 
is unconscionable, while China and 
other countries get by scott-free. 

We had to fight to ensure that Sudan, 
as the killing and maiming was occur-
ring in Darfur, was even on the agenda. 
Then there was this attempt made by a 
number of countries including Sudan 
and Cuba to water down the language. 

Genocide is being committed, and 
they are worrying about upsetting the 
apple cart and using language that 
might cause somebody in Khartoum to 
be upset. 

H.R. 2745 also mandates that the Eco-
nomic and Social Council, ECOSOC, 
abolish secret voting, which is an out-
rage. That is one of the things that en-
sures that these violator states, these 
rogue states, get on to the Commission 
on Human Rights. 

Finally, Mr. Chairman, I do believe 
that in the Hyde bill there is very 
strong support for the work of the U.N. 
High Commissioner for Human Rights 
and the need to strengthen and expand 
its authority to go into regions where 
human rights monitors are most need-
ed, such as Darfur and eastern Congo. 

I strongly urge my colleagues to sup-
port this bill and to enact the human 
rights reform contained in this legisla-
tion. We need a United Nations which 
speaks strongly and clearly for the uni-
versal respect for and observance of 
fundamental human rights and the dig-
nity and worth of each and every 
human person, and equal rights of men 
and women as a foundation for freedom 
and justice and peace in the world. 

More high-sounding words will not 
help the U.N. reform itself. We need the 
strength of this legislation to do it, 
and we have a responsibility to do it as 
the largest donor and as a world leader 
in the realm of human rights.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Chairman, how 
much time remains? 

VerDate jul 14 2003 00:22 Jun 18, 2005 Jkt 039060 PO 00000 Frm 00004 Fmt 0636 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K17JN7.007 H17PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H4661June 17, 2005
The Acting CHAIRMAN (Mr. 

LAHOOD). The gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. LANTOS) has 2 minutes re-
maining. 

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, let me first commend 
the gentleman from Illinois (Chairman 
HYDE) for crafting particularly power-
ful provisions with respect to the 
human rights issue. Let me pay tribute 
to my friend, the gentleman from New 
Jersey (Mr. SMITH), an indefatigable 
fighter for human rights, for his power-
ful statement; and let me identify my-
self with his comments. And let me 
commend the Democratic whip, the 
gentleman from Maryland (Mr. HOYER), 
for his strong statement on the bill and 
on the human rights aspects of it. 

Probably no issue relating to human 
rights is as hypocritical as the per-
formance of the U.N. in recent years. 
The hypocrisy of the U.N. has reached 
astronomical proportions when it 
comes to human rights. The leading ad-
vocate of human rights, the United 
States, is excluded from the Human 
Rights Commission. The most out-
rageous violators of human rights are 
placed in positions of power within the 
Human Rights Commission. And if it 
would not be so serious, it would be a 
ludicrous theater of the absurd as we 
watch the so-called U.N. Human Rights 
Commission protect human rights vio-
lators and attack champions of human 
rights. 

The gentleman from Illinois (Chair-
man HYDE) and I stand shoulder to 
shoulder in our determination to im-
prove the human rights mechanism of 
the United Nations. We feel that this 
hypocritical performance of recent 
years must come to an end. And it is 
absolutely mandatory that the current 
Human Rights Commission be abol-
ished and a new human rights entity 
composed only of countries that re-
spect human rights be created.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. All time has 
expired. 

It is now in order to consider amend-
ment No. 1 printed in Subpart D of 
Part 1 in House Report 109–132. 
PART 1, SUBPART D AMENDMENT NO. 1 OFFERED 

BY MR. ROYCE 
Mr. ROYCE. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 

amendment. 
The Acting Chairman. The Clerk will 

designate the amendment. 
The text of the amendment is as fol-

lows:
Part 1, Subpart D amendment No. 1 offered 

by Mr. ROYCE:
In section 201(b) (relating to human rights 

reforms at the United Nations), add at the 
end the following new paragraph:

(6) The practice of considering in the prin-
cipal body in the United Nations for the pro-
motion and protection of human rights coun-
try specific resolutions relating to human 
rights abuses perpetrated by the government 
of a Member State within such Member 
State shall not be eliminated.

In section 601(a)(3)(A), strike ‘‘39’’ and in-
sert ‘‘40’’. 

In section 601(a)(3)(B)(i), redesignate sub-
clauses (XIII) and (XIV) as subclauses (XIV) 
and (XV), respectively, and insert after sub-
clause (XII) the following new subclause:

(XIII) Section 201(b)(6).

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 319, the gentleman 
from California (Mr. ROYCE) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from California (Mr. ROYCE). 

Mr. ROYCE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, as has been discussed 
today, the United Nations is in need of 
widespread reform. And one area where 
the United Nations has egregiously 
failed is its appalling human rights 
record and its appalling Commission on 
Human Rights. If this issue were not so 
serious, it would really be laughable. 

The promotion and protection of 
human rights has been a core task of 
the United Nations since its founding 
in 1945. Yet over the years, the Com-
mission on Human Rights has gone 
from, in fact, being a protector of 
human rights to an accomplice of dic-
tators throughout the world. 

Some of the worst violators of human 
rights work through their regional 
blocs to gain nomination and election 
to this commission in order to protect 
themselves and their allies from criti-
cism. 

This April our ambassador to the 
U.N. in Geneva said of the process, 
‘‘The inmates are very close to being in 
charge of the asylum.’’ 

Mr. Chairman, the U.N.’s human 
rights mechanisms frankly are broken. 
Unless the United Nations recasts its 
human rights body, it may be unable to 
renew any level of public confidence. 
The Hyde bill takes several well-over-
due steps to ensure that a future U.N. 
human rights body does not become 
the farce that today’s is. Under the 
Hyde legislation, the United Nations 
would adopt the foundational principle 
that countries that fail to uphold the 
universal declaration of human rights 
would be ineligible for membership in 
that body as well as those who have 
been sanctioned by the Security Coun-
cil. 

This amendment would add another 
important reform in the area of human 
rights. The amendment simply states 
that country-specific resolutions shall 
not be eliminated within the human 
rights body. And this provision would 
be subject to the certification and 
withholding process of the underlying 
bill. 

The amendment’s purpose is to 
thwart attempts to eliminate country-
specific resolutions within the Com-
mission on Human Rights or any other 
future human rights bodies. 

Believe it or not, in the recent past, 
several countries have informally ad-
vanced the idea of eliminating these 
resolutions which highlight the abuses 
of individual countries. The ‘‘naming 
and shaming process,’’ as it is called, is 
one of the most effective ways at the 

U.N. to pressure countries to curtail 
human rights abuses. Were it to be 
eliminated, we might as well shut down 
the human rights body all together, 
which is exactly what the violator 
countries would like to have us do. 

This issue was brought earlier this 
year before the Subcommittee on Afri-
ca, Global Human Rights and Inter-
national Operations of which I serve as 
vice chair. Deputy Assistant Secretary 
of International Organizations Mark 
Lagon testified before the sub-
committee that ‘‘there has been a dis-
turbing trend against which we have 
fought for developing countries to turn 
away from country-specific resolutions 
that single out and place under inter-
national scrutiny those countries with 
the worst of human rights records. 
Even more pernicious,’’ he says, ‘‘some 
countries argue for the elimination of 
all country-specific resolutions,’’ and 
there is a growing consensus among 
states that practice these abuses, ‘‘ex-
cept those targeted at Israel under 
Item 8, the only agenda item devoted 
exclusively to one country.’’ That is 
what they want to maintain while 
eliminating all other country-specific 
resolutions. 

The sad reality is that there are 
countries out there that are working to 
eliminate what should be the core func-
tion of any U.N. human rights body, 
naming the human rights violators. 
Unlike this year where there was no 
resolution on Zimbabwe and no resolu-
tion on Sudan, there would not even be 
the possibility of bringing up a resolu-
tion focused on a specific country. Just 
when you thought it could not get 
worse. Again, it would be laughable if 
it were not so serious. 

That is why this amendment is im-
portant. Some argue that the naming 
and shaming is too blunt an instru-
ment. Instead, they prefer what they 
call ‘‘quiet diplomacy.’’ More often 
than not, silent diplomacy is the best 
friend of states who violate human 
rights. 

When I meet with those who have 
been beaten and tortured for attempt-
ing to stand for election in Zimbabwe 
or victims of the Janjaweed in Darfur, 
Sudan, many tell me how much words 
of support and condemnation from the 
world mean to them and those in their 
country who are fighting for freedom. 

This important leverage of naming 
and shaming must be kept if there is 
hope of reviving the United Nations’ 
standing on human rights. I urge the 
passage of this amendment.

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to claim the time 
in opposition to the amendment. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Is there ob-
jection to the request of the gentleman 
from California? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
Mr. Chairman, let me first commend 

my good friend, the gentleman from 
California (Mr. ROYCE), for his ex-
tremely valuable amendment, which of 
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course we are prepared to accept with 
the exception of the 50 percent penalty 
provision which applies to all of the 
amendments that we accept during our 
presentation of the Lantos-Shay sub-
stitute in which we will deal with the 
penalty provisions. 

Without being able to single out per-
petrators of human rights violations, 
the Human Rights Commission and its 
work is useless. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield the balance of 
my time to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. SCHIFF), the distinguished 
member of the Committee on Inter-
national Relations. 

Mr. SCHIFF. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me time. 

Mr. Chairman, from a distance, the 
United Nations headquarters gleams, 
its signature glass tower dominating 
the East River skyline of Midtown 
Manhattan. But a closer look reveals 
evidence of decades of neglect. Sand-
bags and tar paper dot the roof to plug 
leaks. The Under Secretary-General for 
Management’s office shows signs of 
water damage. Asbestos hangs from 
ceilings. The buildings furniture and 
fixtures clearly date from the early 
1960s. 

The crumbling infrastructure of the 
headquarters is a metaphor for the 
state of the United Nations itself. Con-
ceived in the waning days of World War 
II, the U.N. is a mid-20th century insti-
tution in a 21st-century world. While 
the U.N. was designed to prevent war 
between nations, it has been called 
upon with increasing frequency to stop 
intrastate conflict and solve the chal-
lenges of failed states and terrorism. In 
this new undertaking, the U.N.’s per-
formance has been unremarkable. 

In early March, I visited the United 
Nations and met with members of the 
U.S. mission and high-level officials of 
the Secretariat to discuss the ongoing 
reform of the world body and to assess 
the state of the relationship between 
the U.S. and the U.N. I came away im-
pressed with the urgent need for re-
forms that I hope will lead to a more 
effective United Nations. 

We need to strengthen the U.N.’s ca-
pacity to quickly and effectively de-
ploy peacekeepers to halt and prevent 
genocides and other forms of intrastate 
and ethnic violence that have become 
prevalent in the post-Cold War period. 

We need to end the obscene irony of 
having Libya and Sudan sit in judg-
ment of human rights practices of oth-
ers. We need to stop member states of 
the U.N. from dominating the agenda 
with innumerable attacks on our demo-
cratic ally Israel as a means of deflect-
ing attention from the appalling lack 
of economic opportunity and political 
freedom in many parts of the world. 

As by far the largest contributor in 
the U.N., this country has a huge stake 
in the success of these reform efforts. 
But even as we work to correct the 
U.N.’s problems, we cannot lose sight 
of the fact that the U.N. serves so 
many of our national security inter-
ests. U.N. peacekeepers instead of 

American troops are stationed in nu-
merous hot spots around the globe 
from Haiti to the Middle East to the 
Congo. The U.N. helped structure and 
manage the recent Iraqi elections that 
were an important milestone. 

The U.N. has coordinated the global 
response for Asian tsunami relief for 
nearly 6 months. It played a vital role 
in Afghanistan’s transformation from a 
medieval theocracy to a nascent de-
mocracy. And the U.N. has also been a 
key player in the creation of the na-
tion of East Timor. 

U.N. experts have been instrumental 
in coordinating international efforts to 
fight diseases that in this age of jet 
travel move across borders and be-
tween continents easily and often with 
devastating results. These are signifi-
cant contributions to America’s na-
tional security, and we cannot discount 
their importance. 

We must push the U.N. to change, but 
I have deep misgivings about the legis-
lation introduced by my distinguished 
colleague, the gentleman from Illinois 
(Mr. HYDE). And as an aside, Mr. Chair-
man, we use the word ‘‘distinguished’’ 
here very readily, perfunctorily. It is 
an honorific. It is occasionally a sopo-
rific. But in the case of our chairman, 
the gentleman from Illinois (Mr. 
HYDE), I mean the word in all its sin-
cerity. I think there is no chairman 
and indeed no ranking member held in 
higher regard by the members of the 
committee than our chairman, the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. HYDE), and 
our ranking member, the gentleman 
from California (Mr. LANTOS). 

Mr. Chairman, I feel honored to serve 
in the same Congress with the chair-
man. 

I believe the bill that we are consid-
ering today is too focused on unilater-
ally punishing the U.N. rather than 
using our prestige and diplomatic le-
verage to achieve reforms. If the idea is 
to use reform as a way to strengthen 
the U.N., I do not believe this is the 
right approach. 

My misgivings are shared by the ad-
ministration and by a bipartisan group 
of former U.S. ambassadors to the U.N. 
including Richard Holbrooke, Tom 
Pickering, and Jeane Kirkpatrick. Yes-
terday, Under Secretary of State Nich-
olas Burns said the bill would under-
mine the credibility of the U.S. at the 
U.N. 

I will be supporting the substitute, 
Mr. Chairman, authored by our rank-
ing member, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. LANTOS). 

In conclusion, I believe the sub-
stitute is a sensible and tough ap-
proach that will help us push a reform 
agenda and give us the flexibility to 
choose not to use punitive measures if 
our Secretary deems it is in the na-
tional interest.

The Acting CHAIRMAN. All time has 
expired. 

The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. ROYCE). 

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chairman announced that the ayes 
appeared to have it. 

Mr. ROYCE. Mr. Chairman, I demand 
a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from California (Mr. 
ROYCE) will be postponed. 

It is now in order to consider amend-
ment No. 2 printed in subpart D of part 
1 of House Report 109–132. 
PART 1, SUBPART D AMENDMENT NO. 2 OFFERED 

BY MR. FORTENBERRY 
Mr. FORTENBERRY. Mr. Chairman, 

I offer an amendment. 
The Acting CHAIRMAN. The Clerk 

will designate the amendment. 
The text of the amendment is as fol-

lows:
Part 1, Subpart D amendment No. 2 offered 

by Mr. FORTENBERRY:
In title I, add at the end the following new 

section (and conform the table of contents 
accordingly):
SECTION 110. GENOCIDE AND THE UNITED NA-

TIONS. 
(a) UNITED STATES ACTION.—The President 

shall direct the United States Permanent 
Representative to the United Nations to use 
the voice, vote, and influence of the United 
States at the United Nations to make every 
effort to ensure the formal adoption and im-
plementation of mechanisms to—

(1) suspend the membership of a Member 
State if it is determined that the govern-
ment of such Member State is engaged in or 
complicit in, either by commission or omis-
sion, acts of genocide, ethnic cleansing, or 
crimes against humanity; 

(2) impose an arms and trade embargo and 
travel restrictions on, and freeze the assets 
of, all groups and individuals responsible for 
committing or allowing such acts of geno-
cide, ethnic cleansing, or crimes against hu-
manity to occur; 

(3) deploy a United Nations peacekeeping 
operation or authorize and support the de-
ployment of a peacekeeping operation from 
an international or regional organization to 
the Member State with a mandate to stop 
such acts of genocide, ethnic cleansing, or 
crimes against humanity; 

(4) deploy monitors from the United Na-
tions High Commissioner for Refugees to the 
area in the Member State where such acts of 
genocide, ethnic cleansing, or crimes against 
humanity are occurring; and 

(5) authorize the establishment of an inter-
national commission of inquiry into such 
acts of genocide, ethnic cleansing, or crimes 
against humanity. 

(b) CERTIFICATION.—In accordance with sec-
tion 601, a certification shall be required 
that certifies that the mechanisms described 
in subsection (a) have been adopted and im-
plemented.

In section 601(a)(1), insert ‘‘section 110,’’ 
after ‘‘104(e),’’. 

In section 601(a)(3)(A), strike ‘‘39’’ and in-
sert ‘‘40’’. 

In section 601(a)(3)(A), strike ‘‘ten’’ and in-
sert ‘‘11’’.

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 319, the gentleman 
from Nebraska (Mr. FORTENBERRY) and 
a Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Nebraska (Mr. FORTENBERRY). 

Mr. FORTENBERRY. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

Mr. Chairman, when a government of 
a member state of the United Nations 

VerDate jul 14 2003 00:22 Jun 18, 2005 Jkt 039060 PO 00000 Frm 00006 Fmt 0636 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K17JN7.011 H17PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H4663June 17, 2005
is engaged in or complicit in acts of 
genocide, war crimes or crimes against 
humanity, other member states must 
not stand idly by. 

The U.N. is given the authority and 
mechanisms to discipline such mem-
bers in article 5 of its charter; yet it 
often fails to do so. 

This amendment explicitly directs 
the U.S. permanent representative to 
use the voice, vote, and influence of the 
United States to make every effort to 
see that member states are held ac-
countable. This accountability would 
include the following actions: 

One, suspending the membership of a 
member state if it is determined that 
the member state’s government is en-
gaged in or complicit in, either by 
omission or commission, acts of geno-
cide, ethnic cleansing, or crimes 
against humanity; 

Two, imposing an arms and trade em-
bargo, travel restrictions, and asset 
freeze upon groups or individuals re-
sponsible for such acts; 

Three, deploying a U.N. peacekeeping 
operation or authorize and support the 
deployment of a peacekeeping oper-
ation from an international or regional 
organization; 

Four, deploying monitors from the 
United Nations High Commissioner for 
Refugees to the area where such acts 
are occurring; 

Five, authorizing the establishment 
of an international commission of in-
quiry into such acts. 

Mr. Chairman, as an active member 
of the United Nations, America has a 
responsibility to help strengthen this 
important body for worldwide delibera-
tion. The spirit of the United Nations 
is undermined when it fails to address 
blatant disregard for its own charter. 
Its very character and effectiveness are 
weakened. Those governments engaged 
in crimes against humanity should not 
maintain their full rights and privi-
leges at the U.N. 

Finally, Mr. Chairman, I would like 
to thank the gentleman from Illinois 
(Chairman HYDE) and the gentleman 
from California (Mr. LANTOS) for their 
important leadership on the issue of 
U.N. reform, and the chairman, as well 
as his staff in particular, for working 
with me on this important issue of 
genocide. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to claim the time 
in opposition to the amendment, as I 
am not opposed to the amendment. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Is there ob-
jection to the request of the gentleman 
from California? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
Mr. Chairman, I want to commend 

my friend from Nebraska (Mr. 
FORTENBERRY) for his very useful 
amendment. In substance we are in 
agreement with the amendment; but as 
I will point out when we offer our sub-
stitute, the punitive portions are par-
ticularly absurd in this instance. 

Any permanent member of the Secu-
rity Council can veto U.N. action. As-
suming that China would veto action 
in the instance described by my friend 
from Nebraska, the United Nations 
would not be able to mount the action 
called for, yet we would penalize the 
U.N. for a veto by a member state. 
That is why the automaticity of the 50 
percent withholding is simply illogical. 
It makes no sense. 

The substance of the gentleman’s 
amendment is sound and valid. We 
have no objections to it, and I want to 
commend him for his initiative.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The gen-
tleman from Nebraska (Mr. 
FORTENBERRY) has 3 minutes remain-
ing. 

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Chairman, I will ac-
cept the amendment. 

Mr. FORTENBERRY. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield back the balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. All time has 
expired. 

The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Ne-
braska (Mr. FORTENBERRY). 

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chairman announced that the ayes 
appeared to have it. 

Mr. FORTENBERRY. Mr. Chairman, 
I demand a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Nebraska (Mr. 
FORTENBERRY) will be postponed. 

It is now in order to debate the sub-
ject of the Oil-for-Food program. The 
gentleman from California (Mr. ROYCE) 
and the gentleman from California (Mr. 
LANTOS) each will control 10 minutes. 

The gentleman from California (Mr. 
ROYCE) is recognized. 

Mr. ROYCE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I think every Member 
in this House agrees that the United 
Nations needs reform, and I believe 
that frankly reform at the U.N. is im-
perative. 

The substitute bill that our esteemed 
ranking member, the gentleman from 
California (Mr. LANTOS), has offered in 
our markup in many, many ways mir-
rors the bill we are considering today. 
It endorses many of the same reforms 
that the Hyde bill also endorses. But 
there is a fundamental difference be-
tween the two bills, and that goes to 
the issue of what mechanism do we em-
ploy to try to bring about the type of 
reforms both bills endorse. 

Now, the substitute that was offered 
in committee and will be offered on the 
floor authorizes the Secretary of State 
to push for reforms. The Hyde bill is 
tougher. It requires that reforms be 
made or U.S. dues are partially with-
held. The majority of members on the 
Committee on International Relations 
consider that the leverage of dues is 
the necessary mechanism, and I believe 
the only mechanism, with a chance of 
actually bringing about these needed 
reforms. 

Some have suggested that the bill 
here has too strong a pill in it. This is 
tough treatment. But I would ask 
Members to remember that reforming 
the United Nations is a tough game. 
Without strong leverage, I am afraid 
that the Secretary of State’s voice 
would be lost in the din of voices at the 
U.N. that have resisted reform for 
years and years. 

The Oil-for-Food scandal is the excla-
mation point when we speak about the 
need for U.N. reform. I think it is safe 
to say that we would not be here today 
promoting broad reform across the 
U.N. were it not for the magnitude of 
the malfeasance and graft in the Oil-
for-Food program. 

It was this scandal that propelled 
many to take a hard look at the United 
Nations. The portion of this bill that 
addresses the U.N.’s systemic weak-
nesses in its current oversight efforts 
is particularly welcome. The bipartisan 
Gingrich-Mitchell report released this 
week found that ‘‘despite the effort of 
a few member states, the United Na-
tions remains lacking in oversight and 
accountability.’’ 

The underlying bill mandates the 
creation of a well-funded independent 
oversight board with the authority to 
initiate investigations into mis-
management and wrongdoing. It estab-
lishes procedures to protect U.N. em-
ployees or contractors who report alle-
gations of misconduct; and it estab-
lishes policies to end single-bid con-
tracts. 

Mr. Chairman, the Committee on 
International Relations has been inves-
tigating the United Nations Oil-for-
Food program since March of 2004. In 
this Congress, the committee has es-
tablished the Subcommittee on Over-
sight and Investigations, chaired by 
my colleague, the gentleman from 
California (Mr. ROHRABACHER), on 
which I serve, which has looked deep 
into this scandal. 

The U.N. Oil-for-Food program was 
established in December of 1996 to pro-
vide relief to Iraqi people who were fac-
ing hardships as a result of U.N. sanc-
tions which were imposed on Baghdad 
after the 1990 invasion of Kuwait. 
Under the program, Iraq was permitted 
to sell oil to purchase food and medi-
cine and humanitarian supplies. We en-
trusted the U.N. to contain a dictator 
who had used WMD on his own people 
and invaded a neighboring country. 

By accepting oil for food, we put 
great trust in the U.N. and it failed. 
Lax oversight and corruption enabled 
Saddam’s regime to raise billions in il-
licit revenue by requiring its trading 
partners to pay kickbacks in exchange 
for doing business in Iraq. 

The seriousness of the Oil-for-Food’s 
corruption cannot be underweighed. 
This program centered on issues of war 
and peace. Saddam Hussein’s regime 
manipulated this program which 
helped the Iraqi dictator stay in power. 
Our country went to war in Iraq which 
has come at great cost in American 
lives and treasure. Those who did not 
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support this policy put even greater 
faith in Oil-for-Food. 

With Oil-for-Food, we are not talking 
about run-of-the-mill waste and fraud 
that is standard at the U.N. We are 
talking about corruption of a program 
that seriously impacted our vital na-
tional interests, interests vital enough 
to send our servicemen and -women to 
Iraq. 

The issues surrounding the Oil-for-
Food program brings into question the 
ability of the United Nations to con-
duct a containment-oriented sanctions 
regime. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, first I want to pay 
tribute to the leadership of the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Chairman HYDE) 
on the Oil-for-Food investigation. I 
also want to recognize the work of my 
friend, the gentleman from California 
(Mr. ROHRABACHER), and the ranking 
member on the investigations com-
mittee, my good friend, the gentleman 
from Massachusetts (Mr. DELAHUNT). 

It is now clear that the U.N.’s man-
agement of that program was plagued 
by sloppy administration which led to 
a failure to detect solicited bribes, col-
lusion with contractors, interference 
with auditors who were assigned to fer-
ret out abuse. 

Even more sickening than these U.N. 
failings was the behavior of some mem-
ber states such as France and Russia 
who jumped at the chance to partici-
pate in Saddam’s crimes against the 
international community.

b 1000 

To win Russian support for lifting 
U.N. sanctions, Saddam granted one-
third of the Oil-for-Food contracts, 
worth some $10 billion, to Russian 
firms. He also appears to have directed 
bribes in the form of tradable oil 
vouchers to key officials on Putin’s 
staff, his former Chief of Staff Alex-
ander Voloshin, and to Russian polit-
ical parties and politicians, including 
the fascist Vladimir Zhirinovsky. 

With respect to the amendments we 
are about to debate, we consider gen-
erally the amendments acceptable, but 
the withholding of U.N. dues on an 
automatic basis makes them in some 
cases unenforceable, and, in other 
cases, disproportionate to the events 
under discussion. We feel strongly that 
the United Nations must clean up its 
act if it is to continue to receive the 
support of the American people and 
this Congress. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. ROYCE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, let me explain some of 
the difficulty we face here in the way 
in which this sanctions regime broke 
down. Because of the need to maintain 
consensus within the Security Council 
and the broader membership in the 
United Nations, somehow the United 

Nations inevitably seems to become 
neutral or perhaps even sympathetic to 
the very regime being sanctioned, in 
this case it was Saddam Hussein’s re-
gime, and that neutrality inevitably 
led to loopholes in the program that 
Saddam Hussein was able to effectively 
exploit. 

When the Committee on Inter-
national Relations began to look into 
the Oil-for-Food scandal, I stated that 
support for similar U.N. administrative 
programs will be zero unless the United 
Nations is forthcoming with informa-
tion needed to investigate this scandal, 
and that the withholding of this infor-
mation was a scandal in itself. 

We all agree that the credibility of 
the United Nations is on the line. As 
reports continue to come to light, and 
they come to light even this week, 
they seem to offer more questions than 
answers. Wherever this investigation 
leads, the seriousness of this issue can-
not be discounted. 

Some have argued that U.N. Sec-
retary General Kofi Annan is making 
reforms, so why push him? The fact is 
that the Secretary General needs help. 
For one, he is a lame duck due to his 
necessity of leaving office in 2006. He 
may not realize it, he may not even ap-
preciate it, frankly, but this bill will 
give Secretary General Annan the le-
verage he needs to make reform in his 
limited time left, should he choose to 
use it. Nothing focuses a bureaucracy 
like a threatened budget cut. Some-
times strong medicine is what is need-
ed. This is needed.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Chairman, I am de-
lighted to yield 3 minutes to my good 
friend, the distinguished gentleman 
from Maine (Mr. ALLEN). 

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me time. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 
the underlying bill, H.R. 2745. I also be-
lieve that these two amendments are 
probably superfluous. But, broadly 
speaking, clearly the Oil-for-Food 
scandal is a problem. It needs serious 
attention. 

I think all of us in this House agree 
that the U.N. is in need of serious, am-
bitious reform, but the underlying bill 
seeks to achieve that reform by assum-
ing once again that the United States 
can dictate to the rest of the world. 
The United Nations does need to clean 
up its act, and it has already begun to 
do so. It is establishing a Management 
Performance Board to monitor senior 
managers, appointing the top U.S. 
State Department finance expert as the 
U.N.’s new management chief, and con-
solidating a comprehensive antifraud 
and corruption policy, in part based on 
a recent model developed by the World 
Bank. These are just a few of the many 
actions the U.N. is taking. 

In short, the organization’s top bu-
reaucrats are pressing for reform, and 
they need to, because the world is 
watching. But this U.N. Reform Act ig-
nores this reality. It is self-destructive 

in its isolationism. In shifting funds 
from assessed to voluntary contribu-
tions, the Hyde bill attempts to legis-
late for the world by circumventing the 
General Assembly, where budgetary 
matters must be approved by con-
sensus. Measures such as these breed 
resentment and weaken our credibility. 
At a time when the U.S. public image 
abroad is already suffering, member 
states do not need a new excuse to 
think of the U.S. as a bully. 

The Hyde bill would halt the expan-
sion or creation of new peacekeeping 
missions if the U.N. does not meet a 
very unrealistic time line for reform. 
Such a move would signal a U.S. dis-
engagement from the world’s problems, 
including the worst humanitarian cri-
sis of our time, the genocide in the 
Sudan, and it would make the U.S. ap-
pear narrowly focused on our pocket-
book, rather than grave humanitarian 
concerns. I would add, the Oil-for-Food 
scandal is not one where the U.S. has 
perfectly clean hands. 

We have several golden opportunities 
these next few months to make the 
world safer and to fight global poverty. 
We have the G–8 meeting in Scotland 
in July and the U.N. General Assembly 
summit in New York City in Sep-
tember. The U.S. should be showing 
leadership regarding the proposed 
Peacebuilding Commission, which the 
administration supports, and increas-
ing the effectiveness and amount of 
aid. The Hyde bill is an unfortunate 
distraction that detracts from U.S. 
leadership and undermines the poten-
tial of the U.N. 

There is a price to be paid for putting 
the U.S. at odds with some of our clos-
est allies. Our allies and other nations 
are going to be less willing to cooper-
ate with the U.S. on antiterrorism or 
other efforts if the U.S. continues to 
refuse to be a global team player. 

For those reasons, I urge my col-
leagues to support the Lantos-Shays 
substitute, which removes these harm-
ful provisions. 

Mr. ROYCE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, most Americans prob-
ably do not realize it, but most other 
governments, friends and foes alike, 
put great stock in the United Nations, 
for better or for worse, and for this rea-
son the U.N. impacts the United States 
very significantly. That is why in this 
era of great challenges, of great threats 
to our security, we must do all we can 
to shake the U.N. from the deep 
failings described by the Gingrich-
Mitchell report and referenced in this 
legislation. That is why I am sup-
porting this bill and asking my col-
leagues to do the same.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the 
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. HYDE), 
our distinguished chairman. 

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me time. 

Mr. Chairman, I just wanted to re-
spond to the last speaker who used the 
words ‘‘bully’’ and ‘‘legislating for the 
world.’’ The litany of reforms which we 
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deem essential in our legislation is 
mirrored in the Lantos bill, so if I am 
a bully, he is a bully. Actually, neither 
of us are bullies. We are a couple of 
nice guys. But these changes that are 
necessary, we all agree. The only dif-
ference is how to implement them. 

So I thought I would just make that 
comment. 

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Chairman, I am de-
lighted to yield the balance of my time 
to the gentleman from Massachusetts 
(Mr. DELAHUNT) 

The Acting CHAIRMAN (Mr. 
LAHOOD). The gentleman from Massa-
chusetts is recognized for 41⁄2 minutes. 

Mr. DELAHUNT. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding me 
time. 

Mr. Chairman, I think it is important 
to note that the former Speaker of this 
institution Mr. Gingrich considers that 
this is a moment where reform is at-
tainable without the necessity of man-
datory, automatic withholding of 
United Nations dues. 

Let me read an excerpt from a press 
conference that the former Speaker 
held back on April 15 of this year: ‘‘I 
know of no occasion where there has 
been as wide an agreement that the 
U.N. has to be reformed. I know of no 
occasion where we have had a Sec-
retary General as open and direct as 
Kofi Annan has been the last 2 months 
about the need for reform. And I think 
the very reason that Senator Mitchell 
and I were willing to chair this par-
ticular project is our belief that this 
could be a remarkable moment to get 
some significant things done that will 
give the world a more transparent, a 
more accountable and a more effective 
United Nations.’’ 

Mr. Chairman, I think what is par-
ticularly important about the Ging-
rich-Mitchell task force report is that 
it does not recommend the automatic 
withholding of dues. Presumably they 
agree with those eight former United 
States Ambassadors to the United Na-
tions, individuals like Jeane Kirk-
patrick, who is an icon to many who 
are of the politically conservative per-
suasion. And this is what those eight 
former U.S. Ambassadors had to say, 
that the base bill would ‘‘create resent-
ment, build animosity and actually 
strengthen opponents of reform.’’ 

Do we just simply want to ignore 
their warnings? Do we want to proceed 
in a manner that is going to defeat 
what is clearly a consensus in this in-
stitution about the need for reform? 
This is being practical. This is about 
an effort to secure a more effective, 
more transparent organization. 

The stars are aligned, I would sug-
gest. Yes, as Speaker Gingrich says, 
this is a propitious moment for reform, 
and we, I would suggest, could very 
well derail that effort. 

I would like to just make a brief ob-
servation about the Oil-for-Food pro-
gram, and I see my friend, the Chair of 
my subcommittee, here. Let me sug-
gest that the base bill, and even the 
substitute for that matter, does not ad-

dress, if you will, a fundamental prob-
lem that very well may be inherent in 
the institution, because, as I have said 
over and over and over again, we can 
reform the Secretariat. I do not think 
that is a difficult chore. But we ignore 
the fact that it was the Security Coun-
cil, the Security Council itself. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield the balance of 
my time to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. ROHRABACHER), the chair-
man of the Subcommittee on Oversight 
and Investigations, 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Chairman, 
I would agree with my colleague and 
friend that this is a moment, a rare 
moment, when we actually have an op-
portunity to get something done that 
needs to be done. Unfortunately, what 
we hear from the other side of the aisle 
is let us pass this opportunity up by 
not making the demands that we are 
making contingent upon anything that 
we do. 

In other words, we are now going to 
make our demands for accountability, 
make our demands for reforms, which 
we have done in the base bill, but if 
these reforms are not implemented, if 
the United Nations continues in its in-
competent and corrupt way, as in the 
past, there is going to be no penalty for 
it. If that is the case, what will happen 
is we will have surely passed up this 
historic moment to bring true reform 
to an international organization.
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I would suggest that those who think 
that withholding our dues and the 
threat of withholding our dues is 
wrong, because Mr. Gingrich, by the 
way, supports the withholding of the 
dues as a tactic, if they are opposed to 
withholding dues or any other form of 
implementation, they are not for re-
form. This requires more than simple 
talk

The Acting CHAIRMAN (Mr. 
LAHOOD). It is now in order to consider 
amendment No. 1 printed in Subpart E 
of Part 1 of House Report 109–132. 
PART 1, SUBPART E AMENDMENT NO. 1 OFFERED 

BY MR. FLAKE 
Mr. FLAKE. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 

amendment. 
The Acting CHAIRMAN. The Clerk 

will designate the amendment. 
The text of the amendment is as fol-

lows:
Part 1, Subpart E amendment No. 1 offered 

by Mr. FLAKE:
At the end of section 104, insert the fol-

lowing new subsection:
(f) CERTIFICATION OF UNITED NATIONS CO-

OPERATION RELATING TO OIL-FOR-FOOD PRO-
GRAM.—

(1) ACTIONS.—In accordance with section 
601, a certification shall be required that cer-
tifies that the following actions relating to 
the oil-for-food program have been taken by 
the United Nations: 

(A) The United Nations Secretary General 
has authorized the release to a law enforce-
ment authority of any Member State (upon 
request by the permanent representative to 
the United Nations of such Member State on 
behalf of such law enforcement authority) or 
to a national legislative authority authentic 
copies of any document in the possession of 

the United Nations, including any document 
in the possession of a person who was en-
gaged on a contract basis to provide goods or 
services to the United Nations, that in the 
judgment of such requesting law enforce-
ment authority or national legislative au-
thority directly or indirectly concerns the 
oil-for-food program or a sanction imposed 
on Iraq related to the oil-for-food program. 

(B) The United Nations has waived any im-
munity enjoyed by any United Nations offi-
cial from the judicial process in the United 
States for any civil or criminal acts or omis-
sions under Federal or State law that may 
have transpired within the jurisdiction of 
the United States in connection with the oil-
for-food program. 

(2) DEFINITION.—As used in this subsection, 
the term ‘‘oil-for-food program’’ means the 
program established and administered pursu-
ant to United Nations Security Council Res-
olution 986 (April 14, 1995) and subsequent 
United Nations resolutions to permit the 
sale of petroleum products exported from 
Iraq and to use the revenue generated from 
such sale for humanitarian assistance.

In section 601(a)(1), strike ‘‘104(e)’’ and in-
sert ‘‘104(f)’’. 

In section 601(a)(3)(A), strike ‘‘39’’ and in-
sert ‘‘41’’. 

In section 601(a)(3)(A), strike ‘‘ten’’ and in-
sert ‘‘11’’. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 319, the gentleman 
from Arizona (Mr. FLAKE) and a Mem-
ber opposed each will control 5 min-
utes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Arizona (Mr. FLAKE). 

Mr. FLAKE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise today to offer an 
amendment to the Hyde U.N. Reform 
Act. I appreciate the work that the 
chairman has done on this important 
topic and the work of the entire com-
mittee and staff. 

I lived in the country of Namibia 
April 1989 through April of 1990. I 
worked with government officials and 
the future leaders of that country as it 
sought full implementation of U.N. 
Resolution 435. This experience gave 
me a firsthand witness of how effective 
the U.N. can be in ushering in democ-
racy and helping a country in its 
peaceful and successful emergence 
from the authority of another country. 

Several years later, after the fall of 
Saddam Hussein’s regime, I traveled to 
Iraq with my colleague, the gentleman 
from Indiana (Mr. PENCE). While we 
were there, we saw the indulgences of 
Saddam, his sons, and his friends in the 
form of palaces and rooms full of booze, 
paintings, fine china, luxury furniture, 
and more. Several of these palaces were 
built and outfitted when the U.N. was 
supposed to be monitoring the sale of 
oil in exchange for food and medicine 
for the Iraqi people. 

Sure, the lot of some Iraqis improved 
marginally under the Oil-for-Food pro-
gram, but they were the lucky ones, 
and their conditions went from des-
titute to impoverished. We cannot 
characterize Saddam’s agreement to 
the program as being driven by a gen-
uine concern for Iraqis. His intention 
was malicious at the outset. He only 
agreed to the program after he was sat-
isfied that he would be able to manipu-
late it. 
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My point is that I have seen the U.N. 

work, but, more often and more re-
cently, I have seen it fail miserably. I 
will not recount the list of scandals, 
because it is too long. We have heard 
all about them already. 

Let me just touch on a couple of 
points in the Oil-for-Food scandal, 
however, because that is the catalyst 
for the reform we are talking about 
today. 

The GAO estimates that more than 
$10 billion of illegal transactions took 
place under the program. In January of 
last year, an Iraqi newspaper published 
a list of about 270 foreign officials, 
business people, and political entities 
that have benefited from the scheme, 
and many of those officials are from 
countries opposed to U.S. interests. 
Russia alone received more than $1 bil-
lion worth of oil vouchers. 

Benon Sevan, the leader, the senior 
official responsible for the administra-
tion of the program, solicited and re-
ceived on behalf of a third party sev-
eral million barrels of allocations of 
oil. The U.N.’s own investigations 
under Paul Volcker have stated that 
Saddam’s actions ‘‘seriously under-
mined the integrity of the United Na-
tions.’’ 

The son of the Secretary General was 
employed by a contracting firm up 
until the time that the firm won a con-
tract from the U.N. for the program. 
The Volcker Committee reported that 
‘‘Kojo Annan actively participated in 
efforts by Cotecna to conceal the con-
tinuing relationship with him.’’ 

Just this week we are hearing about 
questionable communications between 
the Secretary General and that same 
contracting firm. Two of the senior in-
vestigators on the U.N.’s self-appointed 
investigation led by Paul Volcker re-
cently resigned on principle and said 
that the inquiry downplayed Annan’s 
role in the corruption in an interim re-
port released in March. So now, the 
U.N.’s own investigation is under ques-
tion. 

We need effective investigations into 
this scandal, truly independent inquir-
ies. We also need to serve justice where 
necessary and where possible under our 
law. 

In the last Congress and once again 
in this Congress, I introduced the Oil-
for-Food Accountability Act with co-
sponsors from both parties, I believe 
around 70 at last count. This amend-
ment that I am introducing today con-
tains provisions of that bill. 

Specifically, this amendment would 
create a certification of U.N. coopera-
tion that, one, requires the U.N. to pro-
vide documentary evidence to member 
states investigating the Oil-for-Food 
program; and, two, to waive privileges 
and immunities of any U.N. employee 
charged with a crime associated with 
the program. 

Mr. Chairman, this scandal is far too 
big and too connected to the U.N. to 
not include these amendments as part 
of an underlying bill to reform the U.N. 
I urge support of the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to claim the time 
in opposition. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Is there ob-
jection to the request of the gentleman 
from California? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
Mr. Chairman, as in other instances, 

we have no substantive complaint 
about the gentleman’s amendment. We 
believe the automaticity of the puni-
tive provisions are counterproductive, 
and we will deal with that later on. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 31⁄2 minutes to 
the gentlewoman from California (Ms. 
LEE) to address this issue. 

Ms. LEE. Mr. Chairman, first let me 
thank my friend, the gentleman from 
California (Mr. LANTOS), and I want to 
thank him for helping really to make 
some sense out of this entire U.N. re-
form effort with his substitute. 

I rise in opposition to the deeply 
flawed Hyde bill and in support of the 
Lantos substitute. 

I am glad that we are having this de-
bate on the floor today. I think it is a 
very healthy debate. I do not think 
anyone will argue with the fact that 
the United Nations is in need of re-
form, but I question the end goal of 
this overall process with regard to the 
Hyde legislation. 

Is the effort real reform, or is it the 
Republican leadership’s, and I think it 
is, a very cynical attempt to maybe 
begin to send the message that we 
would like to help dismantle or, even 
worse, begin to pull back or withdraw 
from the United Nations. I say this be-
cause it seems very much in line with 
public statements of the administra-
tion’s nominee for the United Nations 
Ambassador, Under Secretary John 
Bolton. 

As many have observed, the nomina-
tion hearings have shown just how 
much disdain Under Secretary Bolton 
has for the United Nations and the U.N. 
system. What message does this send 
to our allies when such a nomination is 
made? 

Mr. Chairman, it is no secret that 
many of my colleagues on the other 
side are vocal critics of the United Na-
tions, but I think the Hyde bill turns 
criticism really into contempt. It en-
sures that we return to arrears with 
the United Nations by requiring with-
holding of our dues for any one of a 
number of inflexible reasons. In effect, 
it is my belief that the Hyde bill sets 
up any U.N. reform effort to, quite 
frankly, fail. There simply is no reason 
to link much-needed U.N. reforms with 
the withholding of dues in such a dras-
tic fashion. 

Mr. Chairman, we should work to re-
form the United Nations, but, at the 
same time, also work to support the 
important programs and the initiatives 
at the U.N. The fact is, Mr. Chairman, 
contrary to Under Secretary Bolton’s 
assertions, the U.N. has made a dif-

ference in keeping the peace and in dif-
fusing conflicts and easing regional 
tension. But there is more that needs 
to be done. The Lantos substitute ac-
knowledges this. 

Our efforts should be working with 
our friends to promote peace and secu-
rity throughout the world. The fact is, 
Mr. Chairman, the United Nations is 
needed now more than ever. How can 
our commitment to peace and democ-
racy be taken seriously when the ad-
ministration’s nominee has been 
quoted as saying such things as, ‘‘The 
Secretariat building in New York has 
38 stories. If you lost 10 stories today, 
it would not make a bit of difference.’’ 
Or, ‘‘If I were redoing the Security 
Council today, I’d have one permanent 
member because that is the real reflec-
tion of the distribution of power in the 
world.’’ 

It is a dangerous and cynical message 
to be sending on the 60th anniversary 
of the founding of the United Nations. 
I find it incredible, Mr. Chairman. It is 
very incredible that at the time when 
we have nuclear weapons and weapons 
of mass destruction pointed in all di-
rections, that we would simply be look-
ing to pull back from the family of na-
tions. It is simply a terrible message to 
be sending to the rest of the world. In 
an interdependent world like ours, 
international organizations like the 
United Nations should be recognized as 
an indispensable partner not only in 
the administration’s stated policy of 
spreading democracy throughout the 
world, but also in helping us in secur-
ing our national security goals. 

So please support the Lantos amend-
ment. It does achieve what we need to 
do with regard to United Nations re-
form rather than trying to blackmail 
in pursuit of political interests.

Mr. FLAKE. Mr. Chairman, before 
yielding the balance of my time to the 
distinguished chairman, let me just 
point out, if this is contempt, the only 
difference, because the Lantos sub-
stitute is the same substance, is that 
this maybe is contempt with teeth as 
opposed to toothless contempt. It is 
the same bill. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield the balance of 
my time to the distinguished chair-
man, the gentleman from Illinois (Mr. 
HYDE). 

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Chairman, I simply 
want to say, in response to my friend, 
the gentlewoman from California (Ms. 
LEE), that contempt is not animating 
our legislation, and I really question 
the wisdom of penetrating motives, 
which seems to be a habit with some 
people. Blackmail was another phrase 
used. We have a difference of opinion 
on how to implement the same re-
forms. That is what we are talking 
about, what will be effective and what 
will not. 

I do not think we need to question or 
ascribe contempt for the U.N. We are 
trying to make the U.N. work. When 
you pay $442 million a year, you ought 
to have something to say about how 
the place operates. 
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Years ago there was a phenomenon 

called the Stockholm Syndrome, and I 
will tell my colleagues about the 
Stockholm Syndrome later, then. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The gen-
tleman from California has 1 minute 
remaining. 

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
the balance of the time to the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr. 
DELAHUNT).

Mr. DELAHUNT. Mr. Chairman, I 
just want to respond to the observation 
of the gentleman from California (Mr. 
ROHRABACHER) and comment regarding 
the former Speaker in terms of the 
issue of withholding. It was yesterday 
that Mr. Gingrich said, and I am 
quoting again from reports of his state-
ment, ‘‘Withholding should not be our 
first resort, but should remain as our 
last resort.’’ I would submit that this is 
precisely the logic that is put forth in 
the Lantos substitute. 

One further comment, and I am not 
going to speak of the Stockholm Syn-
drome, but with all due respect to my 
dear friend, the gentleman from Ari-
zona (Mr. FLAKE), his amendment is 
dangerous because he very well might 
be jeopardizing investigations, crimi-
nal investigations that are ongoing 
now, because we know what happens 
when this institution receives informa-
tion. It appears in the press. 

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The gentle-
man’s time has expired. 

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Illinois (Chairman HYDE) be al-
lowed to make his statement. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. A request to 
extend controlled debate on an amend-
ment must be congruent with the 
terms of the order of the House. How 
much time is the gentleman asking 
for? 

Mr. LANTOS. As much time as he re-
quires. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The Chair 
would ask the gentleman to be a little 
more specific. 

Mr. LANTOS. I could not be more 
specific, Mr. Chairman. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Is there ob-
jection to the request of the gentleman 
from California? 

There was no objection. 
The Acting CHAIRMAN. The gen-

tleman from Illinois (Mr. HYDE) and 
the gentleman from Arizona (Mr. 
FLAKE) each will be recognized for 2 
minutes. 

Mr. HYDE. Well, I will not abuse the 
privilege. 

Let us get the whole story out on Mr. 
Gingrich, what he says about with-
holding. On Wednesday, at the press 
conference held with himself and Sen-
ator Mitchell, Mr. Gingrich stated that 
he ‘‘supports Mr. HYDE’s efforts,’’ so 
that ought to be put into the mix.

The CHAIRMAN. All time has ex-
pired. 

The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Arizona 
(Mr. FLAKE). 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it. 

Mr. FLAKE. Mr. Chairman, I demand 
a recorded vote. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to clause 
6 of rule XVIII, further proceedings on 
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Arizona (Mr. FLAKE) will 
be postponed. 

It is now in order to consider amend-
ment No. 2 printed in Subpart E of 
Part 1, House Report 109–132.
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PART 1, SUBPART E AMENDMENT NO. 2 OFFERED 
BY MR. BARTON OF TEXAS 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Chair-
man, I offer an amendment. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN (Mr. 
LAHOOD). The Clerk will designate the 
amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Part 1, Subpart E, amendment No. 2 of-
fered by Mr. BARTON of Texas:

In section 104(a), add at the end the fol-
lowing new paragraph:

(7)(A) The IOB shall review the Final Re-
port of the Independent Inquiry Committee 
(IIC) into the United Nations Oil for Food 
Program (OFF). The IOB’s review should 
focus on the adequacy of the IIC’s Final Re-
port or any subsequent reports of the IIC or 
of any possible successor to the IIC. The 
IOB’s review of the IIC’s Final Report should 
address the Final Report’s treatment of and 
adequacy in the following areas: 

(i) OFF’s operations from inception 
through the transfer of power from the Coa-
lition Provisional Authority to the interim 
Iraqi government; 

(ii) claims of oil smuggling, illegal sur-
charges on oil and commissions on com-
modity contracts, illegal kick-backs, use of 
oil allocations to influence foreign govern-
ment officials and international people of in-
fluence, and use of funds for military pur-
poses; 

(iii) the involvement, directly or indi-
rectly, of any entity, bureau, division, de-
partment, specialized agency, or employee 
(including the Secretary General) of the 
United Nations, including any employee of 
the specialized agencies of the United Na-
tions or any employee or officer of the Secre-
tariat; 

(iv) the IIC’s findings, discovery and use of 
evidence, and investigation practices; and 

(v) the extent of cooperation by the United 
Nations with requests by Congress for testi-
mony, interviews, documents, correspond-
ence, reports, memoranda, books, papers, ac-
counts, or records related to the Oil for Food 
Program. 

(B) Subsequent to the IOB’s review, the 
IOB shall determine in a written report 
whether the IIC investigation is incomplete 
or inadequate in any respects and whether 
any additional investigation is justified. If 
the IOB determines that additional inves-
tigation is warranted, it shall appoint, in ac-
cordance with paragraph (5), a special inves-
tigator and staff consisting of individuals 
who are not employees of the United Nations 
and to identify specific areas within the OFF 
to investigate. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 319, the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. BARTON) and a Mem-
ber opposed each will control 5 min-
utes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. BARTON). 

(Mr. BARTON of Texas asked and 
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.) 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Chairman, first I want to com-
ment favorably on how refreshing it is 
to come to the floor and be exposed to 
the civility of the debate between the 
gentleman from California (Mr. LAN-
TOS) and our distinguished chairman, 
the gentleman from Illinois (Mr. 
HYDE). It shows the Congress at its best 
in terms of debating the high issues be-
fore our country. And I want to com-
pliment both gentlemen for their civil-
ity and their decorum in this debate. 

I also want to thank the gentleman 
from Illinois (Mr. HYDE), the distin-
guished chairman of the Committee on 
International Relations, for his leader-
ship on this issue, his dedication to 
trying to find a solution that reforms 
the United Nations and puts that body 
back in the realm that it originally 
was right after World War II when it 
was the epitome of world cooperation 
and hope for the future. Unfortunately, 
its image has been tarnished, and jus-
tifiably so. 

My amendment deals with one of the 
blights on the United Nations, and this 
is their ill-fated Oil-for-Food program. 
I was the first subcommittee chairman 
to hold an investigation on that pro-
gram back in the mid-1990s under the 
Clinton administration. The gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. HALL) and I, on a bi-
partisan basis at the time, since he was 
a member of the Democratic Party, 
held several hearings in the Committee 
on Energy and Commerce Sub-
committee on Oversight and Investiga-
tions. We could see even back then that 
it was a program headed for disaster. 

In the last several years, my com-
mittee, the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce, in addition to the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. HYDE’s) com-
mittee and the Committee on Govern-
ment Reform, have launched inde-
pendent investigations into the Oil-for-
Food program, and I have to tell you 
that the United Nations does not co-
operate. 

I can tell you of an incident that hap-
pened just this week. The Sub-
committee on Oversight and Investiga-
tions of the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce is going to hold a hearing in 
the near future in which we try to 
bring to light some more of the corrup-
tion in that program. We have not de-
posed, but we have interviewed a U.N. 
employee who wants to testify, volun-
teers to testify, on the record. So I had 
my chief of staff call Paul Volcker, dis-
tinguished former Chairman of the 
Federal Reserve System, and ask Mr. 
Volcker if this particular individual 
could testify. Mr. Volcker said he could 
not. Here is the person appointed by 
the U.N. to get to the bottom of the 
corruption in the Oil-for-Food pro-
gram, distinguished former Chairman 
of the Federal Reserve System of the 
United States of America, and he re-
fused to let an employee of the U.N., 

VerDate jul 14 2003 02:07 Jun 18, 2005 Jkt 039060 PO 00000 Frm 00011 Fmt 0636 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K17JN7.024 H17PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH4668 June 17, 2005
who wanted to testify, testify before a 
committee of the Congress of the 
United States. I think that is inexcus-
able. 

So what my amendment would do, if 
accepted, and my understanding is that 
the gentleman from Illinois (Mr. HYDE) 
would accept it, and I hope that the 
gentleman from California (Mr. LAN-
TOS) would also accept it, would simply 
say that this independent oversight 
board that the base bill creates has to 
conduct a thorough investigation of 
Mr. Volcker’s investigation and any 
successor investigations, and it sets 
out some guidelines, the most impor-
tant of which is that the U.N. has to 
cooperate with congressional commit-
tees and their request for testimony, 
interviews, documents, correspondence, 
memoranda, books, papers, accounts 
and records related to the Oil-for-Food 
program; and if they do not, then we 
can require, again under the auspices, 
under the base bill of the oversight 
board, that an independent committee 
has to be appointed that is made up not 
of U.N. officials, not of U.N. employees. 

That is all the amendment does. It 
attempts to get to the bottom of the 
Oil-for-Food scandal by requiring that 
they cooperate with the various con-
gressional committee investigations 
underway, and if they do not, that we 
have to appoint another board outside 
the U.N. to get the investigation on 
track. 

I hope that we accept this on a voice 
vote by unanimous consent. I am told 
that it is going to be supported by the 
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. HYDE), 
and I strongly appreciate his support. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to claim the time 
in opposition. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Is there ob-
jection to the request of the gentleman 
from California? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Chairman, I want 

to commend my friend from Texas (Mr. 
BARTON) for a very useful amendment, 
which we will be pleased to accept on 
this side. 

Mr. Chairman, I am delighted to 
yield 31⁄2 minutes to the gentlewoman 
from Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE).

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, I rise as well to reflect on 
the words of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. SCHIFF), a distinguished 
friend, as I heard him this morning ac-
knowledging the relationship, but also 
the excellence between the gentleman 
from Illinois (Chairman HYDE) and the 
gentleman from California (Ranking 
Member LANTOS) and referring to the 
gentleman from Illinois (Chairman 
HYDE) as one of the more outstanding 
Members of this body. And I associate 
myself with those words and thank the 
gentleman from Illinois (Chairman 
HYDE) for his service and as well his 
leadership on a number of issues. 

I think this question of U.N. reform 
is a difficult question, and I think it is 

an important question. I am reminded 
of my history and my childhood. My 
history tells me that President Wil-
son’s effort at the League of Nations, if 
it had succeeded, we might have had a 
better life, and we might not have had 
World War II and the tragedy of the 
Holocaust. But it failed. 

And so we come now to the United 
Nations, almost 60 years old. And I am 
reminded of Ralph Bunche, one of the 
first African Americans to serve at the 
United Nations and to be nominated 
for the Nobel Peace Prize, how proud so 
many of us were as we read that in his-
tory, knowing that the United Nations 
was reflective of the world’s diversity 
and its concerns and its policies. So I 
think the United States is better off 
because the United Nations exists. 

And the Lantos substitute, in es-
sence, captures that spirit, the spirit of 
the necessity of reform, but yet that 
we are better off because the United 
Nations exists. It appropriately gives 
the right kind of stick, and that stick, 
Mr. Chairman, deals with providing the 
guidelines, the regulations, the stand-
ards, the moral compass, but it gives 
the Secretary of State, the chief dip-
lomat of the United States, the discre-
tion to withhold funds, and so that 
Secretary of State can engage on the 
world forum and speak with their fel-
low foreign ministers and discuss a 
world that would be better off with 
peace. 

In addition, I am gratified that the 
Lantos amendment thoughtfully does 
not give an automatic cut-off of new 
U.N. peacekeeping missions. How many 
of us are reflecting on our life and wish 
that we had been in a place, in a posi-
tion to go into Rwanda and save the 
million lives? The U.N. did not act. The 
world did not act as we would have pre-
ferred it to act. The peacekeepers could 
not stop the violence. And so reforms 
are necessary, but we know that peace-
keeping is necessary. 

Those many Members of Congress 
who have gone into the refugee camps, 
as I have done in Chad, and seen that 
the only body that was there was a rep-
resentative of the U.N. High Commis-
sion on Refugees, the only physical 
body that could get into help the starv-
ing people of Sudan. 

And the Lantos amendment sub-
stitute has compassion and heart, and 
it has a strong voice and a strong stick. 
That is the balance of diplomacy that 
we need. That is why I ask my col-
leagues to support the Lantos sub-
stitute, because the United Nations 
makes the world better. It makes 
America better. And we, as leaders of 
the world and world peace, need to 
work with the United Nations, a strong 
United Nations and a reformed United 
Nations. Vote for the Lantos sub-
stitute.

I rise in strong support of the Lantos Sub-
stitute to United Nations Reform Act of 2005. 
The goal of reforming the United Nations to be 
a stronger and more effective organization is 
a worthy one, one which the Secretary-Gen-
eral is working towards, a goal which most na-

tions of the world are in favor of. This sub-
stitute amendment will help alter a bill that has 
a worthy goal, but which is flawed in its meth-
od of achieving those goals. 

The Hyde bill on U.N. reform contains many 
serious flaws which if implemented would not 
be welcome by the international community. 
Peacekeeping is one such area where this bill 
contains deeply flawed logic. The Hyde bill 
points to peacekeeping reforms that everyone 
agrees are needed. These reforms are in fact 
endorsed by the U.N. Department of Peace-
keeping Operations and in most cases, these 
reforms are already underway to address re-
cent concerns raised about sexual exploitation 
and abuse in peacekeeping missions. How-
ever, the Hyde bill says that starting this fall, 
the United States must prevent the expansion 
of existing missions or the creation of any new 
U.N. peacekeeping missions until all specified 
reforms are completed and certified by the 
Secretary of State. The truth is that some of 
these requirements simply cannot be met by 
the fall. True reform takes time. Reforms will 
require careful implementation at the U.N. as 
well as by the 100-plus troop contributing 
countries, and in some cases will require addi-
tional U.N. staff and funding which of course 
is not provided by this legislation. And yet, the 
Hyde bill will likely prevent Security Council 
resolutions to enable the creation or expan-
sion of important U.N. missions in places like 
Darfur in Sudan, Haiti, Congo and Afghani-
stan. We as the United States of America 
have always prided ourselves on helping 
those who cannot help themselves, on aiding 
those who are being massacred simply be-
cause of who they are, but now this bill seeks 
for our Nation to turn a blind eye to these peo-
ple. We, as the 109th Congress cannot allow 
ourselves to be the ones who cut off assist-
ance to these desperate people. 

Not only does the Hyde bill take a wrong 
approach to peacekeeping, but it will also cre-
ate great problems with the budget at the 
United Nations. The Hyde bill claims to ‘‘pur-
sue a streamlined, efficient, and accountable 
regular assessed budget of the United Na-
tions,’’ yet in reality the approach taken by the 
bill will wreak havoc on the U.N. budget proc-
ess and will result in the automatic withholding 
of U.S. financial obligations to the U.N. regular 
budget. This flawed bill attempts to shift fund-
ing for 18 specific programs from assessed 
contributions to voluntary contributions. To 
achieve these goals, the bill mandates the 
withholding of up to $100 million in U.S. dues 
to the U.N. regular budget. While this idea 
may have merit, the U.S. should work with its 
allies to advance it through the Budget Com-
mittee at the U.N. instead of starting from the 
point of . withholding dues, which should be 
our Nation’s last resort. Furthermore, the Hyde 
proposal links 50 percent of U.N. dues to a list 
of 39 conditions, not only at the U.N. Secre-
tariat, but also at various U.N. specialized 
agencies over which the U.N. has no direct 
control. All of this will create a new U.S. debt 
at the U.N., since many of the conditions are 
so rigid and specific that they are not achiev-
able. In the end, all that any of this will do is 
create resentment towards the United States 
in the international community. As the Wash-
ington Post editorialized, ‘‘This is like using a 
sledgehammer to drive a nail into an antique 
table: Even if you’re aiming at the right nail, 
you’re going to cause damage.’’ 

The Hyde bill also calls for certain steps 
supported by the U.N. and the U.S., such as 
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the strengthening of the U.N.’s oversight func-
tion, the creation of a Peacebuilding Commis-
sion, and reforms in U.N. peacekeeping. How-
ever, it calls for these reforms to be funded 
solely within existing resources. If the U.S. 
withholds dues as this bill calls for, even less 
funding will be available to support these re-
forms. This bill also calls for the creation of 
new positions in several departments, includ-
ing the Office of Internal Oversight Services 
and the Department of Peacekeeping Oper-
ations, without allowing resources to fund 
these positions. 

The Lantos substitute is a more constructive 
and cooperative approach to U.N. reform. This 
is not a time when the United States needs to 
be taking an aggressive approach against the 
United Nations and the international commu-
nity. The Lantos bill gives the Administration 
much more flexibility to negotiate the reform 
proposals with other Member States, and ref-
erences the withholding of dues as an option 
of the Administration rather than something 
that will occur automatically. 

The Lantos substitute also waives certain 
provisions of the Hyde bill if it is in the national 
security interests of the United States. This is 
particularly important when it comes to the 
provisions on U.N. peacekeeping, since new 
or expanded missions may be necessary to 
support international peace and stability. We 
can not predict where or when we will have to 
mobilize the international community next and 
in this world of uncertainty we need to have 
flexibility instead of the rigid and overly harsh 
approach of the Hyde bill. 

The Lantos substitute amendment does not 
completely alter the United Nations Reform 
Act. The Lantos substitute supports many of 
the same reforms as the Hyde bill—such as 
the inclusion of Israel as a full Member State 
at the U.N., a series of reforms to address re-
cent problems in U.N. peacekeeping, overhaul 
of the U.N. Human Rights Commission, and 
administrative and management reforms nec-
essary to make the U.N. more effective, trans-
parent and accountable. Clearly, those who 
believe in the United Nations as a tool of inter-
national cooperation can get behind the Lan-
tos substitute. We as a Nation, should all sup-
port the United Nations because it is a tool of 
international cooperation, an ideal to which we 
should all aspire.

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
the balance of our time to the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr. 
DELAHUNT). 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The gen-
tleman from Massachusetts has 90 sec-
onds. 

Mr. DELAHUNT. Mr. Chairman, I 
find it ironic that the Volcker action is 
supported by a former Attorney Gen-
eral of the United States, Dick 
Thornburgh, in a very thoughtful op ed 
piece, because he understands what in-
vestigations are about. 

I would describe the amendment put 
forth by the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. BARTON) as the tip-off amend-
ment. Give the information so that in 
the course of an investigation, those 
who might be targets or subjects of an 
investigation know what you have and 
can anticipate the questions. 

I would also comment, and I have 
never met Mr. Volcker, but I have read 
the reports to date. They have been ex-

tremely harsh and critical and under-
line the need for reform. 

At the same time, a comment was 
made, and I think it has to be ad-
dressed. Everyone involved in the inde-
pendent inquiry under the leadership of 
Mr. Volcker and the jurists from South 
Africa is not a United Nations em-
ployee. In fact, many of them are 
former career Federal prosecutors from 
our own Department of Justice. I had 
an opportunity to discuss this matter 
with them. They understand how to 
conduct an investigation. Let them 
conclude their investigation, and then 
I am sure they would be happy to dis-
seminate any documents they might 
have. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The gen-
tleman from Texas has 30 seconds re-
maining. 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Chair-
man, I ask that we all vote for the 
amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I yield the balance of 
my time. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The ques-
tion is on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. BAR-
TON). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The Acting CHAIRMAN. It is now in 

order to consider amendment No. 1 
printed in Part 2 of House Report 109–
132. 

PART 2, AMENDMENT NO. 1 OFFERED BY MR. 
CHABOT 

Mr. CHABOT. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The Clerk 
will designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Part 2, amendment No. 1 offered by Mr. 
CHABOT:

In title I (relating to the mission and budg-
et of the United Nations), add at the end the 
following new section (and conform the table 
of contents accordingly):
SEC. 110. ANTI-SEMITISM AND THE UNITED NA-

TIONS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—The President shall direct 

the United States Permanent Representative 
to the United Nations to use the voice, vote, 
and influence of the United States at the 
United Nations to make every effort to—

(1) ensure the issuance and implementation 
of a directive by the Secretary General or 
the Secretariat, as appropriate, that—

(A) requires all employees of the United 
Nations and its specialized agencies to offi-
cially and publicly condemn anti-Semitic 
statements made at any session of the 
United Nations or its specialized agencies, or 
at any other session sponsored by the United 
Nations; 

(B) requires employees of the United Na-
tions and its specialized agencies to be sub-
ject to punitive action, including immediate 
dismissal, for making anti-Semitic state-
ments or references; 

(C) proposes specific recommendations to 
the General Assembly for the establishment 
of mechanisms to hold accountable employ-
ees and officials of the United Nations and 
its specialized agencies, or Member States, 
that make such anti-Semitic statements or 
references in any forum of the United Na-
tions or of its specialized agencies; and 

(D) develops and implements education 
awareness programs about the Holocaust and 
anti-Semitism throughout the world, as part 

of an effort to combat intolerance and ha-
tred; 

(2) work to secure the adoption of a resolu-
tion by the General Assembly that estab-
lishes the mechanisms described in para-
graph (1)(C); and 

(3) continue working toward further reduc-
tion of anti-Semitic language and anti-Israel 
resolutions in the United Nations and its 
specialized agencies. 

(b) CERTIFICATION.—In accordance with sec-
tion 601, a certification shall be required 
that certifies that the requirements de-
scribed in subsection (a) have been satisfied.

In section 601(a)(1), insert ‘‘section 110,’’ 
after ‘‘104(e),’’. 

In section 601(a)(3)(A), strike ‘‘39’’ and in-
sert ‘‘40’’. 

In section 601(a)(3)(A), strike ‘‘ten’’ and in-
sert ‘‘11’’. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 319, the gentleman 
from Ohio (Mr. CHABOT) and a Member 
opposed each will control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Ohio (Mr. CHABOT). 

Mr. CHABOT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I might consume. 

Mr. Chairman, first let me commend 
the gentleman from Illinois (Chairman 
HYDE), our most distinguished col-
league, for his outstanding leadership 
in bringing this well-crafted and much-
needed legislation to the floor. 

Since being elected to Congress al-
most 11 years ago, I have had the dis-
tinct honor of serving on both of the 
committees that the gentleman from 
Illinois (Chairman HYDE) has led, first 
the Committee on the Judiciary, and 
now the Committee on International 
Relations. And I can sincerely say that 
I have not served with a more honor-
able and decent man. Thank you, Mr. 
Chairman, for your great service to our 
country. 

I am pleased to be offering this 
amendment today with another distin-
guished and universally respected 
Member, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. LANTOS), the ranking mem-
ber of the Committee on International 
Relations, and it is an honor to be 
doing this amendment with him. 

I am pleased to be offering the 
amendment. Our amendment would add 
a new section to this legislation requir-
ing the U.S. delegation to the U.N. to 
make every effort to officially and pub-
licly condemn anti-Semitic statements 
made at any session of the United Na-
tions. It requires U.N. employees to be 
subject to punitive actions, including 
immediate dismissal, for making anti-
Semitic statements or references. It re-
quires the development of educational 
awareness programs about the Holo-
caust and anti-Semitism throughout 
the world, and it requires a certifi-
cation that these requirements have 
been carried out. 

The United Nations has for some 
time been a breeding ground for the 
dissemination of anti-Semitic and anti-
Israeli propaganda. It took 16 years to 
reverse a General Assembly resolution 
that declared Zionism to be a form of 
racism and racial discrimination. And 
it was only reversed after considerable 
pressure from the United States, cou-
pled with Israel’s decision to make its 
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participation in the Madrid Peace Con-
ference conditional upon repeal of that 
resolution. 

As noted in H. Res. 282, a bipartisan 
resolution introduced by the gentle-
woman from Florida (Ms. ROS-
LEHTINEN), the distinguished chairman 
of the Subcommittee on the Middle 
East and Central Asia, and adopted in 
this body last week, the U.N. Human 
Rights Commission took several 
months to correct in its record a state-
ment by the Syrian Ambassador that 
Jews allegedly had killed non-Jewish 
children to make unleavened bread for 
Passover. 

If that were not enough, the presi-
dent of the U.N. Human Rights Com-
mission in 1997 refused to challenge an 
assertion made by the Palestinian ob-
server that the Government of Israel 
had injected 300 Palestinian children 
with the HIV virus. What an absurdity. 

Speaking from experience, Mr. Chair-
man, I can assure my colleagues of the 
anti-Israel activity at the U.N. In 2001, 
I was honored to be nominated by 
President Bush to serve as one of the 
two congressional representatives to 
the U.N., along with the gentleman 
from American Samoa (Mr. 
FALEOMAVAEGA).

b 1045 
During the year-long appointment, I 

traveled back and forth from New York 
several times to meet with our ambas-
sador at that time, John Negroponte, 
and our diplomatic delegation. 

On one occasion, I went to New York 
to participate in a special summit on 
children. Throughout the conference, 
we discussed resolutions on childhood 
disease, HIV/AIDS, humanitarian as-
sistance, child trafficking, and other 
critical issues. Throughout the final 
day, our delegation trudged through 
the minutiae of resolutions in com-
mittee and in plenary session. Aside 
from the occasional objection to a 
comma or a whereas from the Chinese 
or the French, the day passed unevent-
fully, or so I thought. 

As I was getting ready to leave that 
evening, I learned from our diplomatic 
corps that the real battle was not 
fought in the committees or on the 
floor. It was fought behind the scenes 
as our American delegation success-
fully fought off an attempt from the 
Arab bloc to deny Israel its credentials 
to even participate in the children’s 
summit. So much for the children. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Chairman, I rise to 
claim the time in opposition, even 
though I am proud to be a cosponsor of 
the amendment of my friend from 
Ohio. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN (Mr. 
LAHOOD). Without objection, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. LANTOS) 
claims the time. 

There was no objection.
Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
For years, it has been a pathological 

preoccupation of the United Nations to 

engage in isolating and persecuting the 
democratic State of Israel. Weeks be-
fore 9/11 in Durban, South Africa, an 
international conference was called 
under U.N. auspices to deal with the 
subject of racism and anti-Semitism; 
and a conference which was designed 
with noble goals turned into a lynching 
party, the target of it being the State 
of Israel. 

I think the gentleman’s amendment 
is long overdue; and the responsibility 
of our representative at the United Na-
tions to oppose in any form anti-Semi-
tism and the singling out of the State 
of Israel for persecution and denuncia-
tion is long overdue. 

My expectation is that statements 
such as the ones we heard from Mr. 
Brahimi, Kofi Annan’s representative 
to Iraq earlier this year, will no longer 
be heard or be allowed to be made. 

I strongly urge my colleagues to sup-
port this amendment. It provides addi-
tional support for the one democratic 
state in the Middle East and prevents 
the recurrence of the upsurge of anti-
Semitism which under Hitler led to the 
Holocaust in many countries of the 
world. 

This is a singularly useful amend-
ment, and I ask all of my colleagues to 
support it. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LANTOS. I yield to the gen-
tleman from New Jersey. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank my friend for yielding. 

I want to thank the gentleman from 
Ohio (Mr. CHABOT) and the gentleman 
from California (Mr. LANTOS) for offer-
ing this very important amendment, 
which would hopefully lead to the cre-
ation of a code of conduct to ensure 
that U.N. employees and officials, as 
well as U.N. member states, reduce, 
hopefully eliminate absolutely, anti-
Semitic language and anti-Semitic res-
olutions. 

I point out to my colleagues, we have 
had an ongoing series of hearings in my 
subcommittee, as well as in the Com-
mission on Security and Cooperation in 
Europe, concerning this spike in anti-
Semitism that we have seen. 

The first hearing we held was back in 
1995, and then in 2002 we saw a particu-
larly alarming spike in countries that 
make up the OSCE region, particularly 
in France and the Netherlands and 
some of these other countries. 

Part of it is some of the hatred is 
being carried by emigres into their new 
home, that is to say, France and places 
like that; and as was pointed out by my 
colleague, some of the absolute, some 
of the most despicable, slanders 
against Jewish people are being carried 
uncontested. 

We now, in the OSCE, have had three 
major summits. Last week in Spain in 
Cordova at a summit, nations sent am-
bassadors and heads of states and for-
eign ministers to Spain, as we did in 
Vienna and as we did in Berlin last 
year, to look at what the best practices 
ought to be to try to end this scourge 

of anti-Semitism; and very good action 
plans have been adopted. 

The U.N. needs to take a page out of 
the OSCE and develop the kind of ac-
tion plans and sensitivity to this ter-
rible prejudice because, if left un-
checked, it will fester and lay the seeds 
for acts of violence against Jews as 
well as desecration of cemeteries, as 
well as synagogues. 

So let me finally say that last year, 
the gentleman from California (Mr. 
LANTOS), the gentleman from Illinois 
(Chairman HYDE), Senator VOINOVICH, 
and I all crafted the Global Anti-Semi-
tism Review Act, which created an of-
fice within the State Department and 
also mandated that global reports be 
done. I urge Members to read those re-
ports, one of which just came out ear-
lier this year. It is a very, very dis-
turbing read about this growing men-
ace of anti-Semitism; and the U.N., 
rather than being a part of the solu-
tion, has for too often been part of the 
problem. 

I thank the gentleman for yielding. 
Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Chairman, I thank 

my friend for his comments.
The Acting CHAIRMAN. The gentle-

man’s time has expired. The gentleman 
from Ohio (Mr. CHABOT) has 1 minute 
remaining. 

Mr. CHABOT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. DELAY), the majority leader of the 
House. 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, there was a time 60 
years ago, at the end of the war that 
took the lives of 30 million people, 
when the ancient sin of anti-Semitism 
seemed finally to have exhausted its 
appeal, even among the most hateful of 
men. 

When it was hoped, at long last, that 
Jews could take their place among the 
other free peoples of the world, that 
they could rise from their unique expe-
rience in that war, live their lives and 
pursue their happiness free from the 
genocidal evil that haunted our race. 

In the decades since, however, that 
hope has been ignored, undermined, 
and even attacked by two generations 
of U.N. bureaucrats and diplomats who 
remind one of Yeats’s observation: 
‘‘The best lack all conviction, while 
the worst are filled with passionate in-
tensity.’’ 

The best, in this case, is the world’s 
effete, elite diplomatic corps, among 
whom anti-Semitism is considered a 
harmless amusement, like smoking or 
bribery. 

The worst, on the other hand, Mr. 
Chairman, are the leaders and 
legitimizers of a bloody cult, bent not 
only on the destruction of Israel but on 
the slaughter of the Jewish people. 

Either in the interests of consensus 
or for more malicious ends, the institu-
tions of the United Nations have be-
come infected by a relentless hostility 
to Israel, Zionism, and Jews them-
selves. 

The U.N., which could not bring itself 
to offer even the mildest rebuke to the 
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aggressors in three wars aimed at 
Israel’s destruction or even against the 
campaigns of terror waged against 
Israeli civilians, has littered Lower 
Manhattan with its countless con-
demnations of Israel’s self-defense. 

The U.N., whose charter calls on all 
nations to ‘‘practice tolerance and live 
together in peace,’’ for 2 decades de-
clared that ‘‘Zionism is a form of rac-
ism.’’ 

The U.N. General Assembly has 
hosted countless forums for slander 
against Jews, like the charge that 
Israel had injected Palestinian children 
with the HIV virus, that contain no 
mention of the deceitfulness of the at-
tacks. 

In too many parts of the world, Mr. 
Chairman, including those parts which 
should be most sensitive to unchecked 
anti-Semitism, the U.N.’s tolerance of 
such hostility is dismissed as diplo-
matic necessity. It is, instead, diplo-
matic terrorism. 

Hatred of Jews, unchecked, begets vi-
olence against Jews; and violence 
against any race of people ultimately 
leads to violence against all races of 
people. 

The United Nations should know bet-
ter than to allow its institutions to be 
poisoned by hatred. 

Hopefully, this amendment by the 
gentleman from Ohio will help the U.N. 
learn that valuable lesson.

The Acting CHAIRMAN. All time has 
expired. 

The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Ohio 
(Mr. CHABOT). 

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chairman announced that the ayes 
appeared to have it. 

Mr. CHABOT. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. CHABOT) 
will be postponed. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Chair-
man, I move that the Committee do 
now rise. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly, the Committee rose; 

and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. KING 
of Iowa) having assumed the chair, Mr. 
LAHOOD, Acting Chairman of the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the State 
of the Union, reported that that Com-
mittee, having had under consideration 
the bill (H.R. 2745) to reform the United 
Nations, and for other purposes, had 
come to no resolution thereon. 

f 

PERMISSION TO OFFER AMEND-
MENT TO H.R. 2745, HENRY J. 
HYDE UNITED NATIONS REFORM 
ACT OF 2005, OUT OF THE SPECI-
FIED ORDER 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that, during further consideration of 
the bill, H.R. 2745, pursuant to House 
Resolution 319, the gentleman from In-
diana (Mr. PENCE), or his designee, may 

be permitted to offer the amendment 
numbered 5 in Part 2 of House Report 
109–132 out of the specified order. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from New Jersey? 

There was no objection. 

f 

HENRY J. HYDE UNITED NATIONS 
REFORM ACT OF 2005 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 319 and rule 
XVIII, the Chair declares the House in 
the Committee of the Whole House on 
the State of the Union for the further 
consideration of the bill, H.R. 2745. 
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 

Accordingly, the House resolved 
itself into the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union for the 
further consideration of the bill (H.R. 
2745) to reform the United Nations, and 
for other purposes, with Mr. LAHOOD 
(Acting Chairman) in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The Acting CHAIRMAN. When the 

Committee of the Whole rose earlier 
today, a request for a recorded vote on 
amendment No. 1 printed in Part 2 of 
House Report 109–132 by the gentleman 
from Ohio (Mr. CHABOT) had been post-
poned. 

Pursuant to the order of the House of 
today, it is now in order to consider 
amendment No. 5 printed in Part 2 of 
House Report 109–132. 

PART 2 AMENDMENT NO. 5 OFFERED BY MR. 
PENCE 

Mr. PENCE. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 
amendment. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The Clerk 
will designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Part 2 amendment No. 5 offered by Mr. 
PENCE:

In section 101, add at the end the following 
new subsections:

(e) SCALE OF ASSESSMENTS.—The President 
shall direct the United States Permanent 
Representative to the United Nations to use 
the voice, vote, and influence of the United 
States at the United Nations to make every 
effort to ensure that the difference between 
the scale of assessments for the five perma-
nent members of the Security Council is not 
greater than five times that of any other 
permanent member of the Security Council. 

(f) DENIAL OF USE OF VETO.—If the Sec-
retary of State determines that a permanent 
member of the Security Council with veto 
power is not in compliance with the require-
ment described in subsection (e), the Presi-
dent shall direct the United States Perma-
nent Representative to the United Nations 
to use the voice, vote, and influence of the 
United States at the United Nations to make 
every effort to deny to such permanent mem-
ber the use of the veto power of such perma-
nent member until such time as such perma-
nent member satisfies the requirement of 
such subsection. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 319, the gentleman 
from Indiana (Mr. PENCE) and a Mem-
ber opposed each will control 5 min-
utes. 

The gentleman from Indiana (Mr. 
PENCE) is recognized on his amend-
ment. 

Mr. PENCE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise today with an 
amendment that I believe brings fair-
ness and common sense to the United 
Nations and specifically to the admin-
istration of the Security Council. 

The Security Council is tasked with 
some of the most difficult decisions in 
the United Nations. Of the 15 member 
states that serve on the council, only 
five have veto power. These nations are 
China, France, Russia, the United 
Kingdom, and the United States. 

Mr. Chairman, let me say at the out-
set, I realize the United States has the 
largest economy in the world. We pay 
more in assessed dues to the United 
Nations than any other member state, 
but I do not believe that all nations are 
able to pay equally to the U.N. How-
ever, those member states, I would 
humbly offer today, that serve as per-
manent members on the Security 
Council with veto power should be as-
sessed equally balanced dues to the 
United Nations. 

Where I grew up down south of High-
way 40 we have an old saying that you 
have got to pay to play; but that is not 
the way it really works at the United 
Nations, at least with regard to the 
veto power of the Security Council. 

The United States, for instance, was 
assessed dues in the last year of ap-
proximately $440 million, 22 percent of 
the U.N.’s total assessment. China, a 
country home to over 1 billion people, 
with a rapidly growing economy, was 
assessed dues of $36.5 million or 2.1 per-
cent of the U.N. assessment.
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Let me say again, the United States’ 
$440 million, 22 percent of the U.N.’s as-
sessment; and China, a voting member 
with veto power on the Security Coun-
cil, paid just $36 million, less than 10 
percent, and with only 2.1 percent of 
the U.N.’s assessment. 

The Pence amendment today would 
direct the President of the United 
States to have the United States’ per-
manent representative to the U.N. use 
the voice vote and influence of the 
United States to make every effort to 
ensure that the difference between the 
scale of assessments of the five perma-
nent members of the Security Council 
is not greater than five times that of 
any other permanent member of the 
Security Council. 

In addition to that, if the Secretary 
of State determines a permanent mem-
ber of the Council with veto power is 
not in compliance with that require-
ment, the President could direct the 
U.S. permanent representative of the 
U.N. to use his voice vote and influence 
to make every effort to deny such per-
manent member the use of veto power. 

Not only does common sense and 
fairness argue for the Pence amend-
ment, but there are serious issues that 
will come before the Security Council 
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in the immediate future. For instance, 
China is, in many respects, acting on 
the global scene contrary to U.S. inter-
ests. Recently China state-owned oil 
companies began massive investments 
in Iran’s energy sector. This is in di-
rect violation of the Iran-Libya Sanc-
tions Act. In the event serious deci-
sions have to be made on the Security 
Council on U.N. sanctions against Iran, 
China and Russia, who have com-
plicated relationships with Iran, are al-
most certainly to veto any measure. 
They can play, but they do not have to 
pay. 

If China and Russia will have an 
equal right to veto tough action at the 
Security Council, should they not also, 
Mr. Chairman, have an equal obliga-
tion to support the work of the United 
Nations in the form of dues? 

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues 
to support the Pence amendment to 
bring justice and fairness and common 
sense to the assessment of dues at the 
United Nations. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to claim the time 
in opposition, although I am not op-
posed to the amendment. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Is there ob-
jection to the request of the gentleman 
from California? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume to 
commend my friend from Indiana for 
presenting this very useful amend-
ment, which we are very pleased to ac-
cept.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 4 minutes to 
my good friend, the gentleman from 
Tennessee (Mr. DAVIS). 

(Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee asked and 
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.) 

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman for yield-
ing me this time. 

Mr. Chairman, Cordell Hull is the fa-
ther of the United Nations, and has 
been recognized as such. His birthplace 
is located in the Fourth Congressional 
District of Tennessee, where he served 
as a Member of the U.S. House of Rep-
resentatives. Mr. Hull received the 
Nobel Peace Prize as a result of his 
work forging the alliances to establish 
the United Nations. He had observed 
the failures of the League of Nations 
and, as a result, saw the unleashing of 
the horrible occurrences of World War 
II. 

Mr. Chairman, I do not rise today to 
honor Mr. Hull, although it would be 
fitting to do so. It is my firm belief 
that the United Nations has prohibited 
a third world war. We today are at the 
edge of an attempt to undermine this 
viable world organization that has per-
haps saved us from a catastrophic con-
frontation between the countries of the 
world. As we debate these issues, 6 mil-
lion souls of those whose lives were 
taken during the Holocaust are crying 
out for us to preserve this vehicle that 

has carried the message of peace in the 
world. The souls of tens of millions, 
both civilians and soldiers, who lost 
their lives during World War II are also 
being felt, I believe, inside this Cham-
ber. 

The United Nations has been an enti-
ty of the world that we have looked to 
as we have confronted aggressor na-
tions. I recall as a boy the young men 
from our community who went to 
Korea in what was called a U.N. police 
action. The U.N. also played a major 
role after Iraq invaded Kuwait, when 
the nations of the world came together 
to demanded Saddam Hussein and his 
army withdraw from that country, and 
then authorized military action that 
successfully forced Saddam and his 
army from Kuwait. 

After the September 11 attack, Con-
gress authorized the President and this 
current administration to invade Iraq 
if there was evidence that Saddam’s 
thugs were a threat to America, pos-
sessed weapons of mass destruction, or 
had been training the terrorists that 
attacked this country. This Congress 
had confidence in the current adminis-
tration and their abilities to make de-
cisions involving Iraq, and we gave 
them that authority. 

The Lantos substitute puts us in ex-
actly the same posture of confidence in 
this President as the Iraqi resolution. 
The Lantos substitute gives the Presi-
dent and this administration the right 
to withhold funds from the leaders of 
the U.N. if they do not adhere to the 
concerns we have in this Congress. 

It is difficult for me to see how any 
Member of Congress who voted to au-
thorize the President to invade Iraq 
and gave him and his administration 
that authority would today show a 
lack of confidence in this administra-
tion. We need to be sure the leaders of 
the U.N. understand our disenchant-
ment with many of the occurrences 
that have happened. But to cripple this 
viable world organization that has 
ministered to the lesser amongst us, 
fed the hungry, housed the homeless, 
clothed the naked, cured the sick, pro-
vided clean water and a safe environ-
ment for many in the world is some-
thing America cannot afford to lose. 

Bear in mind, my support of the U.N. 
will never include letting the United 
Nations impose in any way on the sov-
ereignty of this Nation, as our Con-
stitution would prohibit. Mr. Chair-
man, I encourage adoption of the Lan-
tos substitute. 

Mr. PENCE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Colleagues, there is an old saying 
south of Highway 40: You have to pay 
to play. Having an equal veto on the 
Security Council when the United 
States pays ten times what China pays 
is unfair to the American people. It is 
unjust, and it defies logic. The Pence 
amendment will amend this inequity. 

If China and Russia will have the 
equal right to veto tough action at the 
Security Council level, they should 
also have the equal obligation to sup-

port the work of the United Nations in 
the form of dues. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues 
to pass and accept the Pence amend-
ment, and I thank the gentleman from 
California for his gracious acceptance, 
compliments, and leadership.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN (Mr. SIMP-
SON). The question is on the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from 
Indiana (Mr. PENCE). 

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chairman announced that the ayes 
appeared to have it. 

Mr. PENCE. Mr. Chairman, I demand 
a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Indiana (Mr. 
PENCE) will be postponed. 

It is now in order to consider amend-
ment No. 2 printed in Part 2 House Re-
port 109–132. 

PART 2, AMENDMENT NO. 2 OFFERED BY MR. 
WILSON OF SOUTH CAROLINA 

Mr. WILSON of South Carolina. Mr. 
Chairman, I offer an amendment. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The Clerk 
will designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Part 2 Amendment No. 2 offered by Mr. 
WILSON of South Carolina:

In section 107(b)(2), add at the end the fol-
lowing new subparagraphs:

(E) The Special Committee to Investigate 
Israeli Practices Affecting the Human Rights 
of the Palestinian People and Other Arabs of 
the Occupied Territories. 

(F) Any other entity the Secretary deter-
mines results in duplicative efforts or fund-
ing or fails to ensure balance in the approach 
to Israeli-Palestinian issues. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 319, the gentleman 
from South Carolina (Mr. WILSON) and 
a Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from South Carolina (Mr. WILSON). 

Mr. WILSON of South Carolina. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield myself such time as 
I may consume, and I want to thank 
the gentleman from Illinois (Mr. 
HYDE), our chairman, for his extraor-
dinary leadership in bringing this im-
portant legislation which reforms the 
United Nations to the House floor 
today. It has been an honor for me to 
serve on the Committee on Inter-
national Relations with Chairman 
HENRY HYDE, a legendary gentleman of 
public service. I also appreciate the ci-
vility of my neighbor, the ranking 
member, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. LANTOS). 

Mr. Chairman, for too long the 
United Nations has taken an unbal-
anced approach to the Israeli-Pales-
tinian conflict. Nongovernmental orga-
nizations and commissions within the 
U.N. that monitor human rights abuses 
have often resorted to an anti-Israel 
campaign under the guise of protecting 
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human rights. As a result, numerous 
organizations exist within the U.N. 
that are not constructively engaged in 
establishing peace in the Middle East, 
but, rather, serve to continue inflam-
ing anti-Israel sentiment throughout 
the region due to one-sided reporting of 
human rights abuses. 

Chairman HYDE’s legislation in sec-
tion 107(b)(2) seeks to end duplicative 
efforts and fundings to organizations 
within the U.N. that focus on the 
Israeli-Palestinian conflict. The legis-
lation requires the Secretary of State 
within 60 days of enactment to audit 
the enlisted organizations and report 
to the appropriate congressional com-
mittees recommendations to eliminate 
these duplicative efforts. 

My amendment adds The Special 
Committee to Investigate Israeli Prac-
tices Affecting the Human Rights of 
the Palestinian People and Other Arabs 
of the Occupied Territories to the list 
of organizations that are to be audited 
and reported upon. This Committee 
was established by the U.N. General 
Assembly in 1968. In its most recent re-
port dated September 23, 2004, it notes 
that the Palestinian people’s hopes for 
their own homeland and a better future 
have been considerably diminished. 

Nothing could be further from the 
truth. The prospects of Palestine and 
Israel living side by side in peace for 
mutual benefit grows stronger every 
day as world leaders continue to work 
together to resolve this conflict. This 
Special Committee goes so far as to 
criticize Israel for building a security 
wall, without mentioning how the wall 
has made Israel more secure from sui-
cide bombers, whose sole purpose is to 
commit the most egregious human 
rights violations by killing innocent 
Israeli civilians. Under these cir-
cumstances, it is entirely appropriate 
to add this U.N. Special Committee to 
the list of entities to be audited and re-
viewed. 

In conclusion, God bless our troops. 
We will not forget September 11. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to claim the time 
in opposition, although we accept the 
gentleman’s amendment. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Is there ob-
jection to the request of the gentleman 
from California? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Chairman, I am 

very pleased to yield 21⁄2 minutes to my 
friend from Iowa the distinguished 
chairman of the Subcommittee on Asia 
and the Pacific (Mr. LEACH).

Mr. LEACH. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me this 
time, and I want to speak to the broad-
er subject for a moment. At issue clear-
ly before this body is our problem with 
the U.N., and there is near consensus 
on both sides of this subject. At issue 
also is the manner in which reform is 
to take place, and here there is a dif-
ference of judgment. 

The deepest question before this body 
is whether we want to abide by the rule 

of law as we attempt to advance a new 
regime of law. And here we all have to 
recognize that the U.N. Charter, a trea-
ty binding on all parties, including the 
United States, provides that, and I 
quote, ‘‘expenses of the organization 
shall be borne by the members as ap-
portioned by the General Assembly.’’ 

In 1962, the International Court of 
Justice held, sustaining a position of 
the United States, that apportionment 
of expenses by the General Assembly 
creates the obligation of each member 
to bear that part of the expenses appor-
tioned to it. 

The bill before us presumptuously 
implies that the United States is free 
from an international obligation to pay 
its assessments. This position runs 
counter to elemental principles of 
international law. The Vienna Conven-
tion on the Law of Treaties, for in-
stance, provides that ‘‘every treaty in 
force is binding on the parties to it and 
must be performed by them in good 
faith.’’ It further specifies that ‘‘a 
State party to a treaty may not invoke 
the provisions of internal law as jus-
tification for its failure to perform its 
treaty obligations.’’ 

This body has every reason to direct 
the executive branch to attempt to ini-
tiate the compelling list of reform pro-
posals contained in this bill, but this 
domestic lawmaking body does not em-
bellish its reputation by refusing to 
honor our country’s treaty commit-
ments. 

Violating the Law of Nations is nei-
ther an appropriate nor effective tech-
nique to express exasperation with the 
United Nations. 

The goals of this legislation are thor-
oughly laudable, but we must all un-
derstand that the framework we adopt 
to advance them puts us on trial.

Mr. WILSON of South Carolina. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. CANTOR), 
the distinguished deputy majority 
whip. 

Mr. CANTOR. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me this 
time. 

Mr. Chairman, the United Nations for 
too long has failed in its mission to 
serve as a world mediating body. One of 
the great and glaring failures of the 
U.N. is most evident in its treatment of 
the State of Israel. For 57 years, Israel 
has been a glowing light of democracy 
and a staunch American ally in the 
Middle East. Sadly, in the eyes of the 
U.N., Israel’s defense of its democracy 
and its citizens is worthy only of con-
demnation. 

Israel is treated as a lesser nation, 
with reduced membership privileges. 
While genocide in Yugoslavia and 
Rwanda went unrecognized, the U.N. 
found time to hold repeated emergency 
sessions to condemn Israel for acting in 
its own self-defense. Nearly a third of 
the criticisms of the Security Council 
have been devoted to one single coun-
try: Israel. While the U.N. Commission 
on Human Rights often consists of del-
egations representing maniacal tyr-

annies, it has issued over a quarter of 
all official condemnations to a single 
democracy: Israel. It is no wonder we 
have lost confidence in the U.N. 

The goal of the United Nations 
should be to spread freedom and de-
mocracy throughout the world, not en-
trench tyranny. I urge the passage of 
this legislation and hope we can bring 
long overdue change to a very troubled 
world body. 

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Chairman, may I 
inquire how much time we have? 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The gen-
tleman from California (Mr. LANTOS) 
has 21⁄2 minutes remaining, and the 
gentleman from South Carolina (Mr. 
WILSON) has 1 minute remaining. 

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
the balance of my time to my distin-
guished colleague, the gentleman from 
California (Mr. SHERMAN), a member of 
the Committee on International Rela-
tions. 

(Mr. SHERMAN asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)
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Mr. SHERMAN. Mr. Chairman, the 
gentleman from South Carolina has an 
excellent amendment that is already 
encompassed in the Lantos substitute. 
The vote of the day will be on the Lan-
tos substitute amendment. That will 
determine what policy this House es-
tablishes. 

Let me first address those who are 
supporters of the U.N., or only mildly 
skeptical, and urge them to vote for 
the Lantos substitute because it un-
doubtedly ameliorates the underlying 
legislation. That amendment makes 
this legislation less draconian and less 
harsh. If and when the Lantos amend-
ment is passed and becomes part of the 
legislation, then Members can decide 
on final passage, whether to vote for an 
ameliorated bill. But please do not give 
up the opportunity to ameliorate this 
bill simply because you do not feel that 
the amelioration is fully sufficient. 

Now, let me address those who are 
quite skeptical of the United Nations, 
who want to get tough in demanding 
reform. The question is what strategy 
do we use. Do we use the straitjacket 
strategy where we do not trust the ad-
ministration, we think they are insuffi-
ciently dedicated to the cause of U.N. 
reform, and so we impose upon them a 
straitjacket, a formula that says even 
if 38 out of 39 reforms are adopted, if 
one of those 14 that is special is not 
adopted, 38 out of 39 is not enough? We 
force our negotiators to walk into the 
room wearing a straitjacket. 

Or do we adopt the Lantos approach 
where we empower the administration, 
state our goals, provide the power to 
withhold a substantial part of our dues, 
and let them begin to negotiate? That 
question depends on whether Members 
think the Bush administration is tough 
enough, are they sufficiently dedicated 
to U.N. reform. 

What has this administration done to 
show where it stands on being tough on 
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U.N. reform? The answer is two words: 
John Bolton. Whoever represents us at 
the U.N. will be representing a Presi-
dent and carrying out the policies of a 
President who, when asked who in the 
world could best represent us, selected 
John Bolton. It will either be John 
Bolton or someone selected by a man 
who wanted John Bolton.

Mr. WILSON of South Carolina. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield the balance of my 
time to the gentleman from Louisiana 
(Mr. JINDAL). 

(Mr. JINDAL asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. JINDAL. Mr. Chairman, in yes-
terday’s New York Times, the adminis-
tration took a very positive step for-
ward. They adopted a position in favor 
of expanding the permanent member-
ship of the U.N. Security Council. I rise 
in strong support of this move. In news 
accounts, there are many countries 
that are mentioned. The countries in-
clude India, Japan, and Germany as po-
tential members, potential new mem-
bers to the Security Council. 

Given the changes that we have seen 
in the past decades in the international 
community, especially the recent rise 
in the Chinese economy and recent 
press reports about the military build-
up within China, I think it is entirely 
appropriate that this important body, 
the permanent members of the Secu-
rity Council, be changed and expanded 
to reflect today’s world and today’s re-
ality. 

I rise in strong support of the admin-
istration’s new position, and I rise in 
strong support of expanding, changing, 
and modernizing the membership of the 
United Nations Security Council.

The Acting CHAIRMAN (Mr. SIMP-
SON). All time for debate on the amend-
ment has expired. 

The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from South 
Carolina (Mr. WILSON). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The Acting CHAIRMAN. It is now in 

order to consider amendment No. 3 
printed in part 2 of House Report 109–
132. 

PART 2, AMENDMENT NO. 3 OFFERED BY MR. 
KING OF IOWA 

Mr. KING of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer an amendment. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The Clerk 
will designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Part 2 amendment No. 3 offered by Mr. 
KING of Iowa:

In section 101, add at the end the following 
new subsection:

(e) LIMITATION ON UNITED STATES CON-
TRIBUTIONS TO UNRWA.—The Secretary of 
State may not make a contribution to the 
United Nations Relief and Works Agency for 
Palestine Refugees in the Near East 
(UNRWA) in an amount greater than the 
highest contribution to UNRWA made by an 
Arab country, but may not exceed 22 percent 
of the total budget of UNRWA. For purposes 
of this subsection, an Arab country includes 
the following: Algeria, Bahrain, Comoros, 
Dijibouti, Egypt, Iran, Jordan, Kuwait, Leb-

anon, Libya, Mauritania, Morocco, Oman, 
Qatar, Saudi Arabia, Somalia, Sudan, Syria, 
Tunisia, the United Arab Emirates, Iraq, and 
Yemen. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 319, the gentleman 
from Iowa (Mr. KING) and a Member op-
posed each will control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Iowa (Mr. KING). 

Mr. KING of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

In initial discussion with regard to 
this amendment, I would like to asso-
ciate myself with regard to the re-
marks made by the gentleman from 
South Carolina (Mr. WILSON) about the 
chairman of the Committee on Inter-
national Relations. It is an out-
standing privilege to be on the floor of 
this Congress with the gentleman from 
Illinois (Mr. HYDE) and to work to im-
prove on a bill that he has coura-
geously stepped forward with to ad-
dress the issue of United Nations re-
form. 

I have an amendment here before this 
Congress that addresses one component 
of our United Nations contribution, 
and it is the component that goes to 
UNRWA, the United Nations Relief and 
Works Agency for Palestinian refugees. 
This is something that was established 
for about 650,000 refugees years ago 
when the nation of Israel was formed, 
and today there are 2.5 million refugees 
trapped in a bind between the Arab 
world that does not want to accept 
them and pushes them toward Israel. 

We have contributed to that signifi-
cantly over the years. In fact, the 
United States contribution has grown 
to approximately one-quarter of the 
world’s contribution to fund the 
UNRWA budget. We need to put a limit 
on that. We need to hold the Arab 
world accountable to fund their neigh-
bors and some of their residents. So 
with the United States contributing 
approximately a quarter of that overall 
budget, the highest contributor from 
the Arab world is Saudi Arabia, con-
tributing less than one-seventieth that 
contributed by the United States. 

This amendment caps the amount we 
would contribute to UNRWA at 22 per-
cent of the overall contribution and 
limits the United States contribution 
to an amount no greater than the 
greatest amount contributed by the 
Arab nations. And included in that list 
of Arab nations for full disclosure pur-
poses is Iran as well, a neighbor, but 
not technically an Arab nation. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to claim the time 
in opposition, although I do not oppose 
this amendment. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Is there ob-
jection to the request of the gentleman 
from California? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
Mr. Chairman, I strongly support 

this amendment. I want to commend 

the gentleman from Iowa (Mr. KING) for 
introducing it. Last year, the United 
States paid over 25 percent of the 
UNRWA budget, over $127 million. No 
Arab country paid as much as $2 mil-
lion, and only two Arab states paid as 
much as $1 million. 

This is a long-standing absurdity; but 
in a year when Saudi Arabia earned a 
windfall profit of some $58 billion, this 
situation is obscene. It is an insult to 
the United States taxpayer. And it is 
sickening, Mr. Chairman, that Saudi 
Arabia and much of the Arab world, 
cynically ignoring this situation, con-
tinue to lecture to us that we are not 
doing enough to help the Palestinian 
people. 

Mr. Chairman, this amendment stops 
short of prescribing the range of re-
forms to which I believe UNRWA needs 
to be subjected. It must do a better job 
of ensuring that its assistance does not 
go to anyone who engages in terrorism, 
as U.S. law requires; that their text-
books need to be rewritten to promote 
Israeli-Palestinian peace; that UNRWA 
needs to stop perpetuating a culture of 
camps and dependency. It must pro-
mote programs to encourage Palestin-
ians to leave the refugee camps that 
are a breeding ground for misery and 
terrorism and build a prosperous life on 
the outside. 

Soon I will propose comprehensive 
reform of UNRWA, but today is not 
that day. 

For today, I only want to rationalize 
the process of supporting the UNRWA 
budget. I do not want to take one 
penny of humanitarian aid from the 
Palestinians, nor do I want to increase 
the burden on a state like Jordan, 
which has done so much, far more than 
any other Arab state to help Pales-
tinian refugees. 

Mr. Chairman, I simply want to see 
oil-rich Arab states pay a small portion 
of their fair share, and I want to see 
the U.S. taxpayer treated with respect. 
Our amendment makes an important 
start toward accomplishing these 
goals. I urge all of my colleagues to 
support this amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

Mr. KING of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Arizona (Mr. HAYWORTH). 

(Mr. HAYWORTH asked and was 
given permission to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. HAYWORTH. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman from Iowa (Mr. 
KING) for offering this amendment. It 
is sorely needed as we examine both 
the plight of Palestinian refugees and 
the propaganda that emanates from 
those who prey upon the frustrations of 
Palestinian refugees. 

Mr. Chairman, UNRWA stands for the 
United Nations Relief and Works Agen-
cy for Palestine refugees, created in 
the wake of hostilities in 1948. This 
seeks first on a humanitarian basis to 
aid those who have been afflicted, and 
as is so often the case, the United 
States of America, maligned inter-
nationally by many, has stood front 
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and center and has borne the financial 
burden of one-quarter of the world’s ex-
penditures for UNRWA. And others 
around the world, we should point out, 
have also stepped in. But the fact is 
that the United States, Sweden, Japan, 
and Italy pay individually into 
UNRWA more than all the Arab na-
tions combined. 

It is a fair question to ask in terms of 
geopolitical proximity, i.e., neighbors 
living closest to those experiencing the 
problems, why do those nations not 
step forward to pay their fair share? 
Why do those nations who in their sat-
ellite news organizations that chron-
icle the plight of the Palestinians, why 
do those same nations not step for-
ward? Saudi Arabia ranks 16th in con-
tributing country with $1.8 million in 
funding. A nation that earns billions 
from its natural wealth of petroleum 
offers less than $2 million. This amend-
ment is wise and fair. Adopt this 
amendment. 

Mr. KING of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself the balance of my time. 

Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentleman 
from California (Mr. LANTOS) for his 
support of this amendment and the 
work that he has done on human 
rights. This is an amendment that is 
constructive and sends the right mes-
sage. It encourages resources coming 
from the right people to support some 
people who do need some support. 

I urge its adoption.
The Acting CHAIRMAN. All time has 

expired. 
The question is on the amendment 

offered by the gentleman from Iowa 
(Mr. KING). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The Acting CHAIRMAN. It is now in 

order to consider amendment No. 4 
printed in part 2 of House Report 109–
132. 

PART 2, AMENDMENT NO. 4 OFFERED BY MR. 
MCCOTTER 

Mr. MCCOTTER. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer an amendment. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The Clerk 
will designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Part 2, amendment No. 4 offered by Mr. 
MCCOTTER:

In title I (relating to the mission and budg-
et of the United Nations), add at the end the 
following new section (and conform the table 
of contents accordingly):
SEC. 110. UNITED NATIONS SECURITY COUNCIL 

AND LEBANON. 
(a) RESOLUTION 1559.—The President shall 

direct the United States Permanent Rep-
resentative to the United Nations to use the 
voice, vote, and influence of the United 
States at the United Nations to make every 
effort to ensure that the Security Council is 
undertaking the necessary steps to secure 
the implementation of Security Council Res-
olution 1559, including—

(1) deploying United Nations inspectors to 
verify and certify to the Security Council 
that—

(A) all foreign forces, including intel-
ligence, security, and policing forces, have 
been withdrawn from Lebanon; and 

(B) all militias in Lebanon have been per-
manently disarmed and dismantled and their 
weapons have been decommissioned; and 

(2) continuing the presence of United Na-
tions elections monitoring teams in Lebanon 
to verify and certify to the Security Council 
that—

(A) citizens of Lebanon are not being tar-
geted for assassination by foreign forces, in 
particular by foreign forces of Syria, or by 
their proxies, as a means of intimidation and 
coercion in an effort to manipulate the polit-
ical process in Lebanon; 

(B) elections in Lebanon are being con-
ducted in a fair and transparent manner and 
are free of foreign interference; and 

(C) that such foreign forces, or their prox-
ies, are not seeking to infringe upon the ter-
ritorial integrity or political sovereignty of 
Lebanon. 

(b) UNITED STATES ACTION.—If the steps de-
scribed in paragraphs (1) and (2) of sub-
section (a) have not been verified and cer-
tified to the Security Council by July 31, 
2005, or by the date that is not later than 30 
days after the date of the enactment of this 
Act, whichever is sooner, the President shall 
direct the United States Permanent Rep-
resentative to the United Nations to use the 
voice, vote, and influence of the United 
States at the United Nations to secure the 
adoption of a resolution in the Security 
Council imposing punitive measures on the 
governments of countries whose forces re-
main in Lebanon in violation of Security 
Council Resolution 1559 and who directly, or 
through proxies, are infringing upon the ter-
ritorial integrity or political sovereignty of 
Lebanon. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 319, the gentleman 
from Michigan (Mr. MCCOTTER) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Michigan (Mr. MCCOTTER). 

Mr. MCCOTTER. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

Mr. Chairman, this amendment calls 
upon the President of the United 
States to ask our permanent represent-
ative to the United Nations to use his 
voice, his vote, and every means that 
he possibly can to enforce Security 
Council Resolution 1559.

b 1130 
Security Council Resolution 1559 

calls upon a full Syrian withdrawal of 
intelligence forces and their troops; it 
calls upon for free and fair elections 
within Lebanon; and, in the end, it 
guarantees and ensures the sovereignty 
of Lebanon. 

I do not expect there will be much 
opposition to this. I would like to 
thank the gentleman from New York 
(Mr. ENGEL) for all of his support in 
championing the cause of Lebanese 
freedom. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN (Mr. SIMP-
SON). Does any Member claim time in 
opposition to the amendment? 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, I am 
not opposed to the amendment. I ask 
unanimous consent to claim the time 
in opposition. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Without ob-
jection, the gentleman is recognized 
for 5 minutes. 

There was no objection. 
Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, very quickly, while I 
strongly disagree with the underlying 
framework that mandates a dues cut-
off if all these conditions are not met, 
this particular condition, I think, 
seeks a very important goal of Amer-
ican foreign policy and the implemen-
tation of U.N. Security Resolution 1559 
and the withdrawal of all foreign forces 
and the disarming and dismantlement 
of all the militias in Lebanon. So I 
compliment the gentleman for pro-
posing this, and ask him to reconsider 
the underlying structure of the bill on 
which we will be voting. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

Mr. MCCOTTER. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

Well, at least the gentleman will get 
half a loaf, I suppose. I do want to 
point out, in fairness to the United Na-
tions, that they have sent their second 
verification team into Lebanon in the 
wake of the assassination of a popular 
journalist to again ensure that foreign 
forces and the intelligence network has 
been removed. 

For too long the people of Lebanon 
have wept for decades over their dead, 
and now they see the dawn of freedom 
at the end of the dark days. It is crit-
ical that the United States and United 
Nations and every nation of the world 
do everything within its power to en-
sure that the peaceful seeds of revolu-
tion continue and perhaps light the 
way for other nations suffering from an 
oppressive yoke to break free of their 
dictators and tyrants and enter the 
world’s democracies.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The ques-
tion is on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Michigan (Mr. 
MCCOTTER). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The Acting CHAIRMAN. It is now in 

order to consider amendment No. 6 
printed in Part 2 of House Report 109–
132. 

PART 2, AMENDMENT NO. 6 OFFERED BY
MS. ROS-LEHTINEN 

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Chairman, 
I offer an amendment. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The Clerk 
will designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Part 2, amendment No. 6 offered by Ms. 
ROS-LEHTINEN:

In title II (relating to human rights and 
the Economic and Social Council), add at the 
end the following new section (and conform 
the table of contents accordingly):
SEC. 203. UNITED NATIONS DEMOCRACY FUND. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The President shall direct 
the United States Permanent Representative 
to the United Nations to use the voice, vote, 
and influence of the United States at the 
United Nations to make every effort to—

(1) establish a Democracy Fund at the 
United Nations to be administered by Mem-
ber States of the United Nations Democracy 
Caucus; 

(2) secure political and financial support 
for the Democracy Fund from Member 
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States of the United Nations Democracy 
Caucus; and 

(3) establish criteria that limits recipients 
of assistance from the Democracy Fund to 
Member States that—

(A) are not ineligible for membership on 
any United Nations human rights body, in 
accordance with paragraphs (1) through (4) of 
section 201(b); and 

(B) are determined by the Secretary of 
State to be emerging democracies or democ-
racies in transition. 

(b) POLICY RELATING TO FUNDING FOR THE 
DEMOCRACY FUND.—It shall be the policy of 
the United States to shift contributions of 
the United States to the regularly assessed 
budget of the United Nations for a biennial 
period to initiate and support the Democracy 
Fund referred to in subsection (a). 

(c) CERTIFICATION.—In accordance with sec-
tion 601, a certification shall be required 
that certifies that the requirements de-
scribed in subsection (a) have been satisfied.

In section 601(a)(1), strike ‘‘and section 
202’’ and insert ‘‘section 202, and section 203’’. 

In section 601(a)(3)(A), strike ‘‘39’’ and in-
sert ‘‘40’’. 

In section 601(a)(3)(A), strike ‘‘ten’’ and in-
sert ‘‘11’’.

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 319, the gentlewoman 
from Florida (Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from Florida (Ms. ROS-
LEHTINEN). 

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

Mr. Chairman, the few times that the 
United Nations has implemented even 
a modicum of reform, it has been when 
the United States has leveraged its 
contribution to press for those 
changes. 

It has been almost a year since Presi-
dent Bush addressed the U.N. General 
Assembly and raised the creation of a 
U.N. Democracy Fund. The U.N. Sec-
retary General favorably has referred 
to the fund, but there is no fund. We 
have been down this road many times. 
The U.N. will pay lip service, but its 
rhetoric rarely, if ever, translates into 
concrete action. 

This is obviously an important issue 
for my good friend the distinguished 
ranking member, the gentleman from 
California (Mr. LANTOS), as he included 
such a fund in the Advanced Democ-
racy Act and includes a $10 million au-
thorization of funds for the Democracy 
Fund in his own substitute to the 
Henry J. Hyde U.N. Reform Act. I 
would therefore assume that my distin-
guished colleague, the gentleman from 
California (Mr. LANTOS), would want to 
ensure that it actually becomes a re-
ality and it does not perish in the 
abyss that is the United Nations cur-
rently. That is why we need the certifi-
cation that is provided in my amend-
ment. 

Since the distinguished ranking 
member agrees that the United Nations 
needs reforming, particularly on the 
human rights front, he would want to 
ensure that there are safeguards in 
place for the administration of the 
moneys that are donated to the U.N. 

Democracy Fund, and he would not 
want the same corrupt officials that 
administered the Oil-for-Food program 
to now administer the U.N. Democracy 
Fund. 

As the distinguished ranking member 
is aware, the member countries of the 
U.N. Democracy Caucus have asked for 
an agenda, one that includes tangible 
criteria and objectives, and my amend-
ment does that. It makes the Democ-
racy Caucus responsible for the U.N. 
Democracy Fund. 

The United Nations was created from 
the ashes of the Second World War in 
an effort to prevent future atrocities 
and to fight the rise of the oppressive, 
power-hungry, dictatorial rulers who 
threaten peace and security. Yet, as we 
have witnessed with grave concern, the 
United Nations has become a rogues 
gallery, where pariah states proceed 
with virtual impunity. There is no ef-
fective mechanism to support new and 
transitioning democracies. 

My amendment addresses this defi-
ciency by calling for the establishment 
of a Democracy Fund at the U.N. to 
provide grants and in-kind assistance 
for emerging democracies. It would 
seek a wide spectrum of participation, 
one that reflects democratic experience 
from old and new. But it provides safe-
guards that are going to ensure that 
only countries that uphold and defend 
human rights and democratic values 
can benefit from and participate in the 
Fund’s activities. 

My amendment also calls on the U.S. 
permanent representative to the U.N. 
to work to secure political and finan-
cial support for the Democracy Fund 
from fellow democracies, and it calls 
for a shift in U.S. contributions to pro-
vide start-up funds for this endeavor. 

This amendment translates the vi-
sion of a Democracy Fund into a con-
crete initiative. We need to make sure 
that we are accountable to our U.S. 
taxpayers. We have got to take imme-
diate steps to weaken brutal, evil re-
gimes, as the underlying Hyde U.N. Re-
form Act proposes, while we empower 
and assist those countries who embody 
and uphold democratic values, as this 
amendment seeks. 

We are once again, Mr. Chairman, en-
gaged in a test of wills and a battle of 
ideas, a battle between those who hate, 
who incite to violence, who oppress and 
subjugate, against those who stand for 
the democratic beliefs that we cherish 
and to which we are committed. 

Thus, whether your views are shaped 
by former President Ronald Reagan, 
who said, ‘‘Freedom is never more than 
one generation away from extinction 
. . . it must be fought for, protected’’; 
or whether your views have been 
shaped by former President John F. 
Kennedy, who said, ‘‘In the long his-
tory of the world, only a few genera-
tions have been granted the role of de-
fending freedom in its hour of max-
imum danger. I do not shrink from this 
responsibility,’’ Mr. Chairman, let us 
not shrink from our responsibility, and 
let us pass this amendment.

The United Nations was created from the 
ashes of the second World War in an effort to 
prevent future atrocities against innocent 
human beings and a means to combat the rise 
of oppressive power-hungry dictatorial rulers 
that threaten peace and stability. 

This commitment is underscored in the Pre-
amble of the U.N. Charter which reaffirms: 
‘‘faith in fundamental human rights, in the dig-
nity and worth of the human person, in the 
equal rights of men and women and of nations 
large and small,’’ and in the promotion of jus-
tice and better standards of life ‘‘in larger free-
dom.’’ 

Yet, as we have witnessed with grave con-
cern, the United Nations has become a 
rogue’s gallery, where pariah states proceed 
with virtual impunity. 

Even when dealing with dictatorships such 
as the one in Myanmar, what the brutal Bur-
mese military junta hears from the U.N. lead-
ership are mere statements expressing ‘‘con-
cern’’ over the arrests of members of opposi-
tion parties. 

In addition, there is no effective mechanism 
to support nascent and transitioning democ-
racies. 

The amendment I have sponsored seeks to 
address this deficiency by calling for the es-
tablishment of a Democracy Fund at the 
United Nations which will provide grants and 
in-kind assistance for emerging democracies, 
and which will focus on supporting the devel-
opment of civil society and democratic institu-
tions.

The Democracy Fund would seek a wide 
spectrum of participation—one that reflects the 
democratic experience from old and new, 
while providing safeguards that will ensure 
that only countries that uphold and defend 
human rights and democratic values can ben-
efit from and participate in the Fund’s activi-
ties. 

The safeguards embedded in my amend-
ment include: A requirement that the Fund be 
administered by member countries of the U.N. 
Democracy Caucus; membership criteria that 
block repressive regimes; and certification that 
the Fund is in force within the parameters set 
forth. 

The success of the Fund will largely depend 
on the active involvement and direction of both 
the donor states and the emerging democ-
racies themselves. 

For this reason, my amendment also calls 
on the U.S. Permanent Representative to the 
United Nations to work to secure political and 
financial support for the Democracy Fund from 
fellow democracies, while calling for a shift in 
U.S. contributions to provide the start-up funds 
for this endeavor. 

President Bush proposed the creation of a 
Democracy Fund at last year’s U.N. General 
Assembly meeting and the Secretary Gen-
eral’s recent report U.N. reform highlighted the 
Democracy Fund. However, the Fund still 
does not exist. This amendment translates the 
vision of a Democracy Fund into a concrete 
initiative.

Concurrently, it provides for accountability 
and for the most efficient use of U.S. funds. It 
doesn’t just simply authorize millions of addi-
tional U.S. dollars to a United Nations system 
plagued by allegations of graft and corrup-
tion—a United Nations system that has sexual 
predators in peacekeeping missions and ty-
rants dictating the human rights agenda. It 
places control over the Fund in the hands of 
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those most knowledgeable about the needs of 
nascent democracies—fellow democracies. 

My colleagues, we are, once again, en-
gaged in a test of wills and battle of ideas—
a battle between those who hate, who incite to 
violence, who oppress and subjugate, against 
those who stand for the democratic beliefs we 
cherish and to which we are committed. 

Thus, whether your views have been 
shaped by former President Ronald Reagan 
who said: ‘‘Freedom is never more than one 
generation away from extinction . . . It must be 
fought for, protected . . .’’; or by former Presi-
dent John F. Kennedy who said: ‘‘In the long 
history of the world, only a few generations 
have been granted the role of defending free-
dom in its hour of maximum danger. I do not 
shrink from this responsibility,’’; we must take 
immediate steps to weaken brutal, evil re-
gimes, as the underlying Hyde UN Reform Act 
proposes, while we empower and assist those 
countries who embody and uphold democratic 
principles, as this amendment seeks. 

I ask my colleagues to render their strong 
support to the Ros-Lehtinen amendment.

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, I am 
not opposed to the amendment, but I 
ask unanimous consent to claim the 
time in opposition. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Without ob-
jection, the gentleman is recognized 
for 5 minutes. 

There was no objection. 
Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

myself 3 minutes. 
Mr. Chairman, I compliment the gen-

tlewoman for raising the subject of the 
U.N. Democracy Fund, but this is a 
wonderful illustration of the road we 
are embarking on here. 

The gentlewoman seeks to add a con-
dition which must be met, or else we 
will slash the dues to 50 percent. In 
other words, if the rest of the world 
that are member nations of the United 
Nations do not create and support this 
U.N. Democracy Fund, we will cut our 
dues. 

The Lantos substitute authorizes a 
contribution to the U.N. Democracy 
Fund. The condition that the gentle-
woman proposes on the base bill 
threatens to cut funds. It does not au-
thorize any contribution by us to a 
very important fund. The gentlewoman 
spoke eloquently about what we want 
to achieve here, and then says we are 
cutting it unless somebody else does it. 
The Lantos substitute says this is a 
wonderful idea; we authorize $10 mil-
lion in contributions to this fund. 

There is also a second issue. The gen-
tlewoman properly encourages con-
tributions to democratic governments, 
but it is most important to push de-
mocracy in those places where there 
are not democratic governments. There 
is no eligibility in her amendment for 
contributions from this U.N. Democ-
racy Fund to nongovernmental organi-
zations and dissidents and democratic 
forces in nondemocratic governments. 

But, by and large, the gentlewoman 
is focusing on an issue that is impor-
tant. Unfortunately, it is in the con-
text of a mandatory imposed cut. 

I will just end by quoting a woman I 
know the gentlewoman respects, our 

former Ambassador Jeane Kirkpatrick, 
who said on this subject, ‘‘Withholding 
U.S. dues to the United Nations may 
sound like smart policy but would be 
counterproductive at this time, so soon 
after the Helms-Biden process was 
completed. It would create resentment, 
build animosity and actually strength-
en opponents of reform.’’ 

Withholding the dues to the U.N. is 
the wrong methodology. When we last 
built debt with the U.N., the U.S. iso-
lated ourselves from our allies within 
the U.N. and made diplomacy a near 
impossible task. In other words, every-
thing we share in common and want to 
achieve is undercut by the base bill to 
which the gentlewoman is proposing a 
condition. 

I am going to support her amend-
ment. I simply wanted to use this time 
to point out what I think are a few 
flaws in the amendment, the absence of 
a positive authorization of money for 
the U.N. Democracy Fund, and remind 
people why the underlying bill is in 
this case wrong-headed. 

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Chairman, 
I ask unanimous consent that there be 
4 additional minutes of debate on this 
matter, equally divided between the 
two sides. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Is there ob-
jection to the request of the gentle-
woman from Florida? 

There was no objection.
Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Chairman, 

I am pleased to yield 2 minutes to the 
gentleman from Missouri (Mr. BLUNT), 
our distinguished friend. 

Mr. BLUNT. Mr. Chairman, I am 
privileged to have been yielded time to 
speak. I am grateful that we got this 
time extended without objection, and I 
join the gentleman from California 
(Mr. BERMAN) in supporting the gentle-
woman’s amendment, without some of 
his reservations, but these are the 
kinds of things that grow as they 
move. 

The idea of a United Nations Democ-
racy Fund is so critically important. 
There are so many things happening in 
the world today where we need to en-
courage those democracies, whether 
they be in Lebanon or the Ukraine or 
many other places around the world 
where democracy is beginning to grow, 
beginning to flourish, and to do those 
things that encourage the institutions 
to grow and perpetuate and maintain 
and sustain democracy. A free press, 
the rule of law, civil society that works 
in a democratic way, the protection of 
minority rights are all the kinds of 
things that the gentlewoman’s fund 
and the concept would promote around 
the world. 

It is a critical element. Sustaining 
democracy, sustaining peace is more 
than just having the instruments of 
war, which are important to have, but 
also having the instruments of peace, 
the instruments of democracy. 

Democracy is more than just the ab-
sence of war. Democracy is the kind of 
society that the United Nations needs 
to encourage, needs to encourage in a 

greater way, and through all its insti-
tutions I think we need to be preju-
diced towards the democracies of the 
world. One of the ways we can do that 
is to grow those democracies. 

Mr. Chairman, I strongly support 
this concept in this bill, and later per-
haps in other versions and other ideas, 
and I encourage our colleagues really 
not only to vote for it today, but to 
sustain this thought as we talk about 
our position in international agencies. 

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BLUNT. I yield to the gentle-
woman from Florida. 

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Chairman, 
I am so glad the gentleman brings up 
this important topic. As the gentleman 
from California has pointed out, our 
friend, in his own statement, the times 
we have had reform in the United Na-
tions is when we have used our lever-
age of this assistance. I think that 
making sure that we are accountable 
to the taxpayers, that is what this 
amendment is all about. 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
the balance of my time to the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr. 
DELAHUNT). 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The gen-
tleman from Massachusetts is recog-
nized for 4 minutes. 

Mr. DELAHUNT. I appreciate the 
comments by my friend, the majority 
whip from Missouri.

b 1145 

He references respect for the rule of 
law, and we all concur. 

But I think there is a certain irony 
here, because as the chairman of the 
Subcommittee on Asia, the gentleman 
from Iowa (Mr. LEACH), alluded to, in 
fact, what we are doing here today, if 
the base bill should become law, is we 
are disrespecting the rule of law. We 
are walking away from our treaty obli-
gation. 

Now, we have been accused of em-
bracing the concept of unilateralism. I 
cannot imagine, I cannot imagine what 
the rest of the world is contemplating 
as we are here debating whether we 
simply will abrogate, without a formal 
process of abrogation, renouncing the 
charter, just simply not meeting our 
charter obligations. In many respects, 
this is not just simply about the 
United Nations; this is about the rule 
of law. Do we pick and select and 
choose what treaties we have ratified 
and are signatory to, which ones we 
will abide by? 

I do not have to repeat the argu-
ments, the eloquent and, I think, accu-
rate arguments put forth by the gen-
tleman from Iowa (Mr. LEACH), but 
that is what we are doing here, if the 
base bill should pass. We will preach 
and speak about respect for the rule of 
law, which is obviously essential in de-
mocracy; but by our action, we will 
open ourselves to charges of hypocrisy. 
We do not need that now in this time, 
where our own GAO is telling us that 
there is increasing anti-Americanism 
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spreading throughout the world, which 
puts our national security interests at 
risk. This amendment, although well 
intentioned, I think creates that poten-
tial. 

I know the gentlewoman from Flor-
ida is conversant with what is hap-
pening in the United Nations now. 
There is a critical mass for reform. 
There are like-minded democracies 
that support the democracy theme, 
that want to achieve the same goals 
that we want to. Yet not a single one of 
them is taking the same approach in 
terms of effecting and bringing about 
the same reform that we all wish to ac-
complish, because they know that if we 
begin to selectively abrogate our re-
sponsibilities under international trea-
ties, which we have signed on to, that 
that creates a very, very slippery slope. 

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DELAHUNT. I yield to the gen-
tlewoman from Florida. 

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Chairman, 
when the gentleman talks about re-
sponsibilities and abrogating our re-
sponsibilities, I am sure that the gen-
tleman, my good friend, would agree 
that we also have an obligation to our 
taxpayers, those who are funding so 
many of their dollars to the United Na-
tions; and we have seen so many scan-
dals unfolding from the U.N., and I be-
lieve that this amendment gets to ac-
countability and transparency.

The Acting CHAIRMAN (Mr. SIMP-
SON). All time for debate on the amend-
ment has expired. 

The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentlewoman from Flor-
ida (Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The Acting CHAIRMAN. It is now in 

order to consider amendment No. 7 
printed in part 2 of House Report 109–
132. 

PART 2, AMENDMENT NO. 7 OFFERED BY MR. 
GARRETT OF NEW JERSEY 

Mr. GARRETT of New Jersey. Mr. 
Chairman, I offer an amendment. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The Clerk 
will designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Part 2, amendment No. 7 offered by Mr. 
GARRETT of New Jersey:

In title I, add at the end the following new 
section (and conform the table of contents 
accordingly):
SEC. 110. POLICY WITH RESPECT TO EXPANSION 

OF THE SECURITY COUNCIL. 
It shall be the policy of the United States 

to use the voice, vote, and influence of the 
United States at the United Nations to op-
pose any proposals on expansion of the Secu-
rity Council if such expansion would—

(1) diminish the influence of the United 
States on the Security Council; 

(2) include veto rights for any new mem-
bers of the Security Council; or 

(3) undermine the effectiveness of the Se-
curity Council. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 319, the gentleman 
from New Jersey (Mr. GARRETT) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from New Jersey (Mr. GARRETT). 

Mr. GARRETT of New Jersey. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield myself such time as 
I may consume. 

I rise today to offer an amendment 
addressing another and very important 
issue, and that is the possible expan-
sion of the United Nations Security 
Council. 

My amendment would state that it 
should be the policy of the United 
States Government to use its voice, 
vote, and influence of the United 
States at the U.N. to oppose any pro-
posal on expansion of the Security 
Council if that expansion would either 
diminish the influence of the United 
States on the Security Council, or if it 
included veto rights for any new mem-
bers of the Security Council or, finally, 
and most importantly, if it would un-
dermine the effectiveness of the Secu-
rity Council. 

Currently, there are five permanent 
members and there are 10 rotating 
members to the Security Council. It 
takes a vote of nine members, that is 
60 percent of all there, a majority, to 
advance any initiative to the Security 
Council. 

Now, the recent proposal that we 
have heard about expanding it says we 
should expand it up to 24 members. 
That would mean we would need 15 
member countries to support any ini-
tiative to get it through the Security 
Council. Now, why is that a problem? 

Well, one blatant example of how the 
number of countries on the council and 
their competing interests have hin-
dered the ability to move forward and 
get substantive and important resolu-
tions passed, the one most important 
one that has been discussed on this 
floor of recent is the genocide that has 
occurred in Sudan. It has been ex-
tremely difficult for the United States 
to try and get any member of the Secu-
rity Council to come to an agreement 
on this and a resolution, such as China, 
who has economic interests in the area, 
and African countries, who have their 
own regional difficulties and disagree-
ments in the area as well. If we in-
crease the size of the Security Council, 
we would have an even harder time 
moving important missions through 
the Security Council such as this. 

Now, for those who believe that the 
United States should play an active 
role in the Security Council, you 
should support this amendment. The 
more that the United States’ influence 
is lessened in the council, the more the 
United States will have to act unilater-
ally to deal with international crises. 

The expansion of the U.N. Security 
Council could undermine the effective-
ness and its ability to respond to 
threats to international peace and se-
curity. So I think it is important that 
Congress send a message to the admin-
istration and the U.N. that we do not 
want to diminish the influence of the 
United States on the Security Council. 
My amendment would do just that, and 
I ask my colleagues to support it. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to claim the time 
in opposition. 

The Acting Chairman. Is there objec-
tion to the request of the gentleman 
from California? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
There is no Member in this body who 

wants to see the influence of the 
United States diminished in the Secu-
rity Council. It is my personal judg-
ment that adding democratic friends 
and allies, such as the world’s largest 
democracy, India, or Japan, a proven 
friend and ally, standing with us in 
many difficult situations around the 
globe, will only strengthen our influ-
ence at the United Nations. 

I see no reason to oppose this amend-
ment. We accept it. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. GARRETT of New Jersey. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield myself such time as 
I may consume. 

Just very briefly, to respond, any in-
crease in the members where they have 
the veto power in the Security Council 
will possibly have the effect of dimin-
ishing the U.S. role there, because that 
means that that additional member 
would be able to block what is in the 
interests of the United States and the 
interests of the American taxpayers 
and citizens of this Nation. 

Likewise, any proposal to increase 
the size, even without the ability to 
veto, would diminish the ability of the 
United States to get important initia-
tives through, just as I stated before, 
because even if they are other demo-
cratic nations, they may have com-
peting interests with those of the 
United States, and, therefore, compete 
with what we are trying to do in the 
Security Council. 

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. GARRETT of New Jersey. I yield 
to the gentleman from California. 

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
my friend for yielding. 

There is no one who favors granting 
veto power to any new Security Coun-
cil member. It is a fact that with Rus-
sia moving in a totalitarian direction 
and China being a nondemocracy, add-
ing democratic nations as permanent 
members of the Security Council will 
enhance our influence, but we are in 
accord of not granting veto power to 
any new member.

Mr. GARRETT of New Jersey. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield back the balance of 
my time. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The ques-
tion is on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. 
GARRETT). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The Acting CHAIRMAN. It is now in 

order to consider amendment No. 8 
printed in part 2 of House Report 109–
132. 
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PART 2, AMENDMENT NO. 8 OFFERED BY MR. 

GARRETT OF NEW JERSEY 
Mr. GARRETT of New Jersey. Mr. 

Chairman, I offer an amendment. 
The Acting CHAIRMAN. The Clerk 

will designate the amendment. 
The text of the amendment is as fol-

lows:
Part 2 amendment No. 8 offered by Mr. 

GARRETT of New Jersey:
In section 101, add at the end the following 

new subsection:
(e) POLICY RELATING TO ZERO NOMINAL 

GROWTH.—It shall be the policy of the United 
States to use the voice, vote, and influence 
of the United States at the United Nations to 
make every effort to enforce zero nominal 
growth in all assessed dues to the regular 
budget of the United Nations, its specialized 
agencies, and its funds and programs. 

(f) 5.6 RULE.—It shall be the policy of the 
United States to use the voice, vote, and in-
fluence of the United States at the United 
Nations to actively enforce the 5.6 rule at 
the United Nations, requiring the Secre-
tariat to identify low-priority activities in 
the budget proposal. The United Nations 
should strengthen the 5.6 rule by requiring 
that managers identify the lowest priority 
activities equivalent to 15 percent of their 
budget request or face an across the board 
reduction of such amount. 

(g) ANNUAL PUBLICATION.—It shall be the 
policy of the United States to use the voice, 
vote, and influence of the United States at 
the United Nations to ensure the United Na-
tions is annually publishing a list of all sub-
sidiary bodies and their functions, budgets, 
and staff. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 319, the gentleman 
from New Jersey (Mr. GARRETT) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from New Jersey (Mr. GARRETT). 

Mr. GARRETT of New Jersey. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield myself such time as 
I may consume. 

I rise today to offer another amend-
ment, and this one is to reform the 
U.N. budget process. 

The amendment seeks to control the 
overall growth of the U.N.’s budget and 
establish priorities within the U.N. 
budget process and also to increase 
transparency and accountability in it 
and its subsidiaries, and it does so basi-
cally in three ways. 

Just to step back for a moment, the 
U.N.’s budget right now, the biennial 
budget, is around $3.6 billion; but over 
the last 10 years, we have seen that 
budget grow by almost $1 billion. That 
is a 39 percent increase. Now, I wonder 
if any of us would think to say that the 
U.N.’s productivity over the last 10 
years has also increased by 39 percent. 
I would rather guess not. 

My amendment, first of all, would 
help to rein in that bloated, out-of-con-
trol bureaucracy at the U.N. by stating 
that it shall be the policy of the U.S. to 
make every effort to enforce a zero 
nominal growth in the regular budget 
of the U.N., its specialized agencies, 
and the funds and programs that it has. 

Secondly, another part of my amend-
ment seeks to strengthen the United 
Nations rule 5.6. Now, this is a rule 
that was set up to instruct the Secre-

tariat to identify low-priority activi-
ties in the U.N.’s budget proposal. Un-
fortunately, the U.N. has looked at 
that rule over the years and failed to 
designate almost any programs as low 
priorities under 5.6. 

So my amendment would indicate 
that every activity that the U.N. is in-
volved in cannot simply be a top pri-
ority proposal or rule right now. So, in-
stead, my amendment would say that 
the U.N. must look to the 5.6 rule and 
identify 15 percent of their budget re-
quest as their lower-priority activities. 
If they fail to do so, they will face an 
across-the-board reduction of such 
amount. 

Finally, the third point and the last 
part of my amendment is it seeks to 
address the lack of transparency and 
accountability at the U.N. My amend-
ment seeks to ensure that the U.N. is 
annually publishing a list of all its sub-
sidiary bodies and functions, their 
budget, and their staff as well. 

Now, the much talked-about Ging-
rich-Mitchell U.N. Task Force that 
went to the U.N. last year, they went 
to the U.N. and asked for a similar list 
and the U.N. simply could not provide 
one. Well, if we want to rein in this 
out-of-control bureaucracy that the 
U.N. is, I believe that it is essential 
that we know who is working for them, 
how much they are paying them, and 
exactly what is it that they are doing. 

Now, one example of one of these sub-
sidiary agencies that would appear to 
have outlived its usefulness and is 
wasting some vital resources is the 
Economic Commission for Europe. This 
commission was created right after 
World War II, and it was designed to 
help Europe to know how they can 
grow economically and develop. Now, I, 
quite frankly, would argue that we 
have passed the point that Europe 
needs any more help from the U.N. and 
advice from the U.N. on how to grow 
and develop, and that this is an agency 
and a portion of the U.N. that can be 
dissolved. 

Mr. Chairman, I believe this amend-
ment is an important step in making 
the U.N. a more transparent, account-
able, and functioning world body; and I 
would urge my colleagues to support it.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Does any 
Member rise in opposition to the 
amendment? 

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Chairman, we do 
not object to this amendment. 

Mr. GARRETT of New Jersey. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield back the balance of 
my time. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The ques-
tion is on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. 
GARRETT). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The Acting CHAIRMAN. The Com-

mittee will rise informally. 
The Speaker pro tempore (Mr. SMITH 

of New Jersey) assumed the chair.

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT 

A message in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States was commu-
nicated to the House by Ms. Evans, one 
of his secretaries. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
committee will resume its sitting. 

f 

HENRY J. HYDE UNITED NATIONS 
REFORM ACT OF 2005 

The Committee resumed its sitting.

b 1200 

The Acting CHAIRMAN (Mr. SIMP-
SON). It is now in order to consider 
amendment No. 9 printed in Part 2 of 
House Report 109–132. 

PART 2, AMENDMENT NO. 9 OFFERED BY MR. 
GOHMERT 

Mr. GOHMERT. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The Clerk 
will designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Part 2, amendment No. 9 offered by Mr. 
GOHMERT:

Page 76, after line 9, add the following new 
title (and conform the table of contents ac-
cordingly):

TITLE VII—UNITED NATIONS VOTING 
ACCOUNTABILITY ACT OF 2005

SEC. 701. SHORT TITLE. 
This title may be cited as the ‘‘United Na-

tions Voting Accountability Act of 2005’’. 
SEC. 702. PROHIBITION ON ASSISTANCE TO 

COUNTRIES THAT OPPOSE THE PO-
SITION OF THE UNITED STATES IN 
THE UNITED NATIONS. 

(a) PROHIBITION.—United States assistance 
may not be provided to a country that op-
posed the position of the United States in 
the United Nations. 

(b) CHANGE IN GOVERNMENT.—If—
(1) the Secretary of State determines that, 

since the beginning of the most recent ses-
sion of the General Assembly, there has been 
a fundamental change in the leadership and 
policies of the government of a country to 
which the prohibition in subsection (a) ap-
plies, and 

(2) the Secretary believes that because of 
that change the government of that country 
will no longer oppose the position of the 
United States in the United Nations,

the Secretary may exempt that country 
from that prohibition. Any such exemption 
shall be effective only until submission of 
the next report under section 406 of the For-
eign Relations Authorization Act, Fiscal 
Years 1990 and 1991 (22 U.S.C. 2414a). The Sec-
retary shall submit to the Congress a certifi-
cation of each exemption made under this 
subsection. Such certification shall be ac-
companied by a discussion of the basis for 
the Secretary’s determination and belief 
with respect to such exemption. 

(c) DEFINITIONS.—As used in this section—
(1) the term ‘‘opposed the position of the 

United States’’ means, in the case of a coun-
try, that the country’s votes in the United 
Nations General Assembly during the most 
recent session of the General Assembly and, 
in the case of a country which is a member 
of the United Nations Security Council, the 
country’s votes in the Security Council dur-
ing the most recent session of the General 
Assembly, were the same as the position of 
the United States less than 50 percent of the 
time, using for this purpose the overall per-
centage-of-voting coincidences set forth in 
the annual report submitted to the Congress 
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pursuant to section 406 of the Foreign Rela-
tions Authorization Act, Fiscal Years 1990 
and 1991; 

(2) the term ‘‘most recent session of the 
General Assembly’’ means the most recently 
completed plenary session of the General As-
sembly for which overall percentage-of-vot-
ing coincidences is set forth in the most re-
cent report submitted to the Congress pursu-
ant to section 406 of the Foreign Relations 
Authorization Act, Fiscal Years 1990 and 
1991; and 

(3) the term ‘‘United States assistance’’ 
means assistance under—

(A) chapter 4 of part II of the Foreign As-
sistance Act of 1961 (relating to the economic 
support fund); 

(B) chapter 5 of part II of that Act (relat-
ing to international military education and 
training); or 

(C) the ‘‘Foreign Military Financing Pro-
gram’’ account under section 23 of the Arms 
Export Control Act. 

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—This section takes 
effect upon the date of the submission to the 
Congress of the report pursuant to section 
406 of the Foreign Relations Authorization 
Act, Fiscal Years 1990 and 1991, that is re-
quired to be submitted by March 31, 2006. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 319, the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. GOHMERT), and a Mem-
ber opposed each will control 5 min-
utes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. GOHMERT). 

(Mr. GOHMERT asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. GOHMERT. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

The United Nations, at its inception, 
was one of the most noble under-
takings in modern human history. Its 
vision was of world governments work-
ing in concert to ameliorate, if not 
eradicate, world problems. This ideal, 
however, has over its more recent 
course become a body where some 
member nations appear more focused 
on institutional anti-Americanism 
than addressing the growing maladies 
that face the world’s citizens. 

If the U.N. member nations insist 
upon open antagonism toward the 
United States at seemingly every turn, 
then the time has come to reexamine 
our role as their benefactor. It is 
counterintuitive to financially reward 
countries whose motivation is in oppo-
sition to American efforts. In order to 
correct this problem of incongruity, I 
propose a simple solution. 

My amendment would cause the 
United States to end all financial as-
sistance to those countries who vote 
against us more than 50 percent of the 
time in the United Nations. That also 
includes an end to training the soldiers 
of nations who oppose us. The ban on 
our funding antagonistic nations, how-
ever, would not begin until March of 
2006. March 31 of 2006, the next report 
will come out that says how everyone 
voted on each position. This will give 
all such countries notice of the coming 
consequences of their action. 

The rationale is simple. They are 
sovereign nations, they can make their 
own decisions, but we do not have to 

pay them to hate us. Throwing money 
at our enemies has made them more 
contemptuous, not less. 

I share the concerns of many Ameri-
cans about the U.N., its bureaucracy 
and its approach to world problems. 
They run counter to U.S. values and in-
terests. The U.N. is currently an ineffi-
cient bureaucratic organization badly 
in need of reform, and too often it has 
become a forum for radical anti-Amer-
ican rhetoric and policies that would 
violate many of our Nation’s most 
cherished freedoms, laws, customs and 
recognized human rights. 

My amendment simply stops the flow 
of American tax dollars to countries 
that claim to be our allies and who are 
happily taking the hard-earned tax dol-
lars from American pockets, then using 
the money to spew anti-American 
venom all over the world. 

My constituents in east Texas have 
told me, I have heard it around the 
country time and time again, they are 
fed up with this anti-American rhetoric 
coming out of the U.N. that their 
money is paying for. Surely we can find 
a better use of this money than to fund 
nations that oppose all we hold dear. 
On numerous occasions I have had citi-
zens ask me why government is send-
ing their money overseas to support 
governments and countries that are 
against the amendments and things for 
which we stand. 

Some say we should be more loving 
and send these billions of dollars any-
way. Friends, your heart may be good, 
but you are not using your head. I have 
relatives and friends that I love with 
all my heart. I would give my life for 
them, but if they are doing things to 
demean and destroy the very things I 
am fighting to preserve, I would not 
send them money. 

Accordingly, and in conclusion, we do 
not have to pay these countries to hate 
us. We do not have to fund our opposi-
tion. If a foreign nation wants to take 
the tax dollars of hard-working Ameri-
cans, well, then they better start help-
ing us seek truth, justice and freedom’s 
ways at least 50 percent of the time. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Who claims 
time in opposition to the amendment? 

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that I be allowed to 
claim the time in opposition. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Is there ob-
jection to the request of the gentleman 
from Illinois? 

There was no objection. 
The Acting CHAIRMAN. The gen-

tleman is recognized to control 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume. 

I do not know of anything I have 
done more reluctantly than object to 
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
GOHMERT’s) very good amendment, not 
only well-intentioned, but it makes a 
statement that is very hard to disagree 
with. But I must because I can con-
ceive of circumstances where it is in 

our national interest to help support 
another country that does not vote 
with us in the U.N., but having a stable 
country in certain portions of the 
world can be in our national interest. 
And I would rather leave that flexi-
bility with the State Department and 
with the Defense Department so that 
these grants that are made support our 
security interests and not necessarily 
make us feel good because we are re-
warding a country that votes with us. 
Egypt almost never votes with us, but 
it is important to have the largest 
Muslim country, other than Indonesia, 
supporting the aims that we have and 
goals in the Middle East.

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HYDE. Yes, I yield to my friend, 
the gentleman from California. 

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Chairman, I am de-
lighted to join the gentleman from Illi-
nois (Mr. HYDE), my distinguished 
chairman, in opposing this amendment. 
I think the chairman, as always, shows 
great wisdom in opposing this amend-
ment. But I am particularly thrilled 
that the chairman has embraced the 
principle of providing our Secretary of 
State flexibility in dealing with this 
issue, and I very much hope that dur-
ing the course of the remaining few 
minutes of our debate, the chairman 
will see the wisdom of providing Sec-
retary Rice with flexibility on similar 
issues. 

I thank the gentleman for yielding. 
Mr. HYDE. Mr. Chairman, the gen-

tleman from California (Mr. LANTOS) 
has just administered the perfumed 
icepick. 

Mr. DELAHUNT. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HYDE. I yield to the gentleman 
from Massachusetts. 

Mr. DELAHUNT. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding, and 
I support him in his opposition. I point 
out that the nation of Colombia, for 
whom we have provided billions of dol-
lars in terms of dealing with the inter-
diction and eradication of drugs, would 
fall because they vote against us 90 
percent of the time. I presume that 
most of that aid would be eliminated 
by this amendment. 

And I would also point out for those 
of you who support CAFTA that at 
least five of the countries I have been 
able to determine here vote against us, 
so that if we extend the logic of the 
gentleman’s argument, I would suggest 
that maybe during the course of that 
debate, when it comes to the floor, if it 
should come to the floor, that that 
should be a precondition to approval of 
the CAFTA trade agreement. 

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Chairman, if I may 
reclaim my time, I want to say to the 
gentleman from Texas (Mr. GOHMERT), 
this is a marvelous amendment. The 
spirit in which it is offered is exem-
plary, and it is a very difficult thing to 
oppose it. But I see a problem with it 
that needs a little work. But I con-
gratulate him and the spirit in which 
his good amendment was offered, but I 
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hope it is not accepted in its present 
form. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield the balance of 
my time. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The gen-
tleman from Texas has 1 minute re-
maining. 

Mr. GOHMERT. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

In response, and of course I have 
nothing but utmost respect for the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. HYDE), and it 
is a pleasure for me to support your 
amendment, and all three of the distin-
guished gentlemen that spoke bring up 
a good point. The Secretary of State 
does need flexibility, and that is why in 
this amendment I provided flexibility. 
If the Secretary of State certifies that 
there has been such a change in the re-
gime attitudewise, personnelwise, that 
he or she firmly believes that the next 
session they will be voting with us 
more than half the time, then that 
makes an exception, and they will get 
funding. 

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. GOHMERT. Well, I am nearly 
done. But that makes an exception. 
That gives them flexibility. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gen-
tleman from California. 

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Chairman, I just 
heard the gentleman advocating for 
flexibility for our Secretary of State. 
Does this flexibility extend to the bill 
as a whole, in the gentleman’s view? 

Mr. GOHMERT. It extends in whole if 
they are going to vote with us more 
than 50 percent of the time.

The Acting CHAIRMAN. All time for 
debate on the amendment has expired. 

The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. GOHMERT). 

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chairman announced that the noes 
appeared to have it. 

Mr. GOHMERT. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
GOHMERT) will be postponed. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. It is now in 
order to consider amendment No. 10 
printed in Part 2 of House Report 109–
132. 

PART 2 AMENDMENT NO. 10 OFFERED BY MR. 
KUCINICH 

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The Clerk 
will designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Part 2 Amendment No. 10 offered by Mr. 
KUCINICH:

At the end of title I, add the following new 
section:
SEC. 110. STRENGTHENING OF INTERNATIONAL 

LABOR RIGHTS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—The President shall direct 

the United States Permanent Representative 
to the United Nations to use the voice, vote, 
and influence of the United States at the 

United Nations to work to strengthen and 
expand the Social Protection sector of the 
International Labor Organization (ILO) in 
order to allow the ILO to issue more field 
and regional units of the ILO, to increase 
site inspections of working conditions, and 
to issue more reports on such conditions to 
the international community. 

(b) CERTIFICATION.—In accordance with sec-
tion 601, a certification shall be required 
that certifies that the following require-
ments have been satisfied: 

(1) Member States are broadening the 
scope and the instruments of social security 
schemes, improving and diversifying bene-
fits, strengthening governance and manage-
ment, and developing policies to combat ad-
verse effects of social and economic insecu-
rity. 

(2) ILO constituents are targeting and tak-
ing effective action to improve the safety 
and health conditions at work, with special 
attention to the most hazardous conditions 
in the workplace.

In section 601(a)(1), insert ‘‘section 110,’’ 
after ‘‘104(e),’’. 

In section 601(a)(3)(A), strike ‘‘39’’ and in-
sert ‘‘40’’. 

In section 601(a)(3)(A), strike ‘‘ten’’ and in-
sert ‘‘11’’. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 319, the gentleman 
from Ohio (Mr. KUCINICH) and the gen-
tlewoman from Florida (Ms. ROS-
LEHTINEN) each will control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Ohio (Mr. KUCINICH). 

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

The Kucinich amendment would add 
another requirement for U.N. reform, 
that the International Labor Organiza-
tion must be strengthened and ex-
panded; specifically, the social protec-
tion sector. It is not the intention of 
this amendment to limit the U.S. con-
tribution to the U.N. The intention of 
my amendment is to make it the policy 
of the United States at the U.N. to 
place the highest priority on the im-
provement of international labor 
rights. Therefore, it is necessary that 
this amendment has the same certifi-
cation requirement for the strength-
ening of the International Labor Orga-
nization as the other reform criteria 
have. Labor rights, which are the same 
as human rights, should not be treated 
with any less importance. 

The ILO does an important job, and 
they do it well. My amendment would 
urge the U.S. representative to the 
U.N. to use the voice, vote and influ-
ence of the United States to encourage 
the International Labor Organization 
to do even more. I believe the most im-
portant work of the ILO is in the social 
protection sector, which is responsible 
for coming up with the tools, instru-
ments and policies to ensure that men 
and women have working conditions 
that are as safe as possible, that re-
spect human dignity, take into account 
family and social values, allow for ade-
quate compensation in the case of lost 
or reduced income, permit access to 
adequate social and medical services, 
and respect the right to free time and 
rest. In a global economic context of 
sweatshops, child labor, exploitative 
labor practices and unfettered cap-

italism, the work of the ILO social pro-
tection sector is vastly important. 

The social protection sector sends 
on-site inspectors to investigate labor 
conditions around the globe. The hard 
evidence gathered by these inspectors 
is published in highly regarded in-
depth reports for consumption by pol-
icymakers, decisionmakers, journalists 
and various labor and human rights 
groups throughout the international 
community. These reports have served 
as a basis for labor rights campaigns. 
They have served as a basis for govern-
ment reforms. They have served as a 
basis for campaigns against unfair 
trade agreements with exploitative 
labor provisions. 

The following are examples of recent 
reports in paper published by the ILO: 
Global Report 2005, a global alliance 
against slave labor; an economic study 
of the costs and benefits of eliminating 
child labor; a report by the Director 
General, A Fair Globalization, the Role 
of the ILO; Towards a Fair Deal for Mi-
grant Workers in a Global Economy; 
Eleventh Synthesis Report on the 
Working Condition Situation in Cam-
bodia’s Garment Sector. 

The ILO is responsible for gathering 
evidence for and disseminating the fol-
lowing facts: that there are 48,000 chil-
dren working in floriculture in 
Cayambe and Cotopaxi in Ecuador. 
Conditions in Cotopaxi are worse than 
in Cayambe. In Cotopaxi all employees 
are involved in all stages of production, 
including fumigation, and younger 
children fumigate most frequently. In 
medical exams of 105 children between 
the ages of 9 and 18, 27 percent had ex-
perienced migraines, 50 percent black-
outs; 32 percent experienced shaking. 

It is estimated that in Brazil as 
many as 25,000 persons are subjected to 
slave labor conditions, mostly in the 
Amazonian States of Para and Mato 
Grosso. 

In a number of countries freer trade 
has replaced or undercut domestic in-
dustrial and agricultural industries 
displacing workers, while structural 
adjustment programs have restricted 
government spending to cushion unem-
ployment.
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Job creation in some countries under 
Structure Adjustment Programs has 
lagged behind the increased number of 
unemployed, and the net result of these 
job losses due to trade and structural 
change has been a large number of peo-
ple without opportunities for decent 
work in their homelands. 

It was estimated at the end of 1998 
that some 1 billion workers, or one-
third of the world’s labor force, were 
either unemployed or underemployed. 

It is essential that we know about 
preexisting labor and living conditions 
in different regions around the world as 
steps are taken towards a globalized 
economy. It is essential that the world 
learn about the negative consequences 
that accompany this economic model. 
The ILO is the foremost international 
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institution responsible for gathering 
information and making recommenda-
tions amid this context. 

The only thing wrong with the ILO is 
that while its recommendations and 
conventions are important, they are 
not enforceable. Nevertheless, the 
ILO’s work is significant, influential 
and does make a difference. 

Mr. Chairman, we should be encour-
aging and expanding the important 
work of the ILO so that we will make 
better informed decisions and develop 
more sound policies to eradicate the 
worst labor abuses around the world. 
With the expansion of the social pro-
tection sector, more field and regional 
units would be established, which 
would allow more on-site inspections 
to occur and more reports to be pub-
lished. A strengthened ILO would have 
a civilizing effect on corporate behav-
ior. 

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

As someone who appreciates the 
work performed by the International 
Labor Organization and efforts to bring 
about and secure labor rights for op-
pressed people in countries under dic-
tatorial rule, it is with difficulty that 
I rise in opposition of the gentleman’s 
amendment, but I must. 

Had the amendment called on the 
U.S. permanent representative to the 
U.N. to work to strengthen the ILO, to 
increase site inspections, as we had 
wanted to do, I am confident that we 
would have gladly supported the gen-
tleman’s amendment. 

However, this amendment before us 
today does not seek to reform the ILO, 
but seeks to use the U.N. to dictate and 
determine domestic policies of the U.N. 
member states, policies such as Social 
Security schemes and employee bene-
fits; and these are issues that in the 
U.S., for example, we in the Congress 
are working on and are responsible for. 
We should not use legislation that 
seeks to reform the U.N., an inter-
national institution, as a means of in-
fluencing very specific domestic policy 
initiatives. 

The bill before us, the Henry Hyde 
U.N. Reform Act of 2005, deals with 
bringing accountability to the U.N.’s 
budget process. It does not concern 
itself with dictating internal, sub-
stantive outcomes on the U.N.’s budget 
process. 

In short, today, we are focused on re-
forming how the U.S., how the U.N. 
makes the decisions, not on what deci-
sions it makes or what the member 
states make. 

The gentleman from Ohio would have 
been, I believe, better served by offer-
ing his amendment, as others have, by 
it having called upon the President to 
direct the U.S. permanent representa-
tive to work to ensure enhanced fund-
ing for the international labor rights 
organization, which I believe is a wor-
thy goal, and on that very issue, in 
fact, this is already being done. 

The amendment suggests that the 
ILO is not doing enough in the social 

protection sector. However, the 2006–
2007 budget that was agreed to shows a 
significant increase in the budget for 
the activities of this sector. 

The 2004–2005 budget for the protec-
tion sector was $72.7 million in 2006, 
and the 2007 budget is $91 million. 

Overall, the International Labor Or-
ganization budget increased 12 percent 
from $529 million during the 2004 and 
2005 biennium to $594 million in 2006 
and 2007. That is $297 million per year. 

The amendment also requires an in-
crease in the field presence by the ILO. 
However, the organization is currently 
undertaking a review of the field struc-
tures to determine the most effective 
overseas profile, and this amendment 
would have the effect of preempting 
the outcome of this study. 

I have been a proud supporter of 
labor organizations. We want to make 
sure that they help the oppressed peo-
ple in all of these countries and do not 
abuse their people. However, I do not 
think that this amendment, dictating 
what member states do with their do-
mestic policies, would get to the heart 
of the gentleman’s amendment. 

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentlewoman yield? 

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. I yield to the 
gentleman from California. 

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Chairman, I appre-
ciate my good friend for yielding. 

I merely wish to express my support 
for the gentleman’s amendment. I 
think it is worthwhile and ask my col-
leagues to vote for it.

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield back the balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN (Mr. SIMP-
SON). The question is on the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from 
Ohio (Mr. KUCINICH). 

The amendment was rejected. 
The Acting CHAIRMAN. It is now in 

order to consider amendment No. 11 
printed in Part 2 of House Report 109–
132. 

PART 2, AMENDMENT NO. 11 OFFERED BY MR. 
PEARCE 

Mr. PEARCE. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The Clerk 
will designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Part 2, amendment No. 11 offered by Mr. 
PEARCE:

In section 201, add at the end the fol-
lowing new subsection:

(f) PROHIBITION ON CONTACT WITH MEMBER 
STATES SUBJECT TO SANCTIONS.—An em-
ployee from of any United Nations entity, 
bureau, division, department, or specialized 
agency may not have unauthorized contact, 
including business contact, with a Member 
State that is subject to United Nations sanc-
tions. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 319, the gentleman 
from New Mexico (Mr. PEARCE) and the 
gentleman from California (Mr. LAN-
TOS) each will control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from New Mexico (Mr. PEARCE). 

Mr. PEARCE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

I rise with this amendment today 
that would prohibit any employee of a 
United Nations entity, bureau, divi-
sion, department, or specialized agency 
from having any unauthorized contact, 
particularly business contact, with a 
government that is subject to United 
Nations sanctions. 

The purpose and ideals of the United 
Nations are to maintain international 
peace and security and to engage in 
collective action to preserve both. 

It also is to promote friendly rela-
tions among nations founded upon the 
principles of human rights and self-de-
termination. 

Finally, it is to achieve multilateral 
cooperation on the critical global cri-
ses of our age. 

I support these goals and ideals, but 
these purposes are being undermined 
and threatened by corruption and mis-
management within the U.N. today. 
That is why I am here today in support 
of this overall legislation and offering 
this particular amendment. 

One of the most blatant examples of 
fraud, corruption, and abuse in the 
United Nations is that of the United 
Nations employees enriching them-
selves through personal deals with 
rogue governments. 

In 1991, the United Nations placed 
sanctions on Iraq for Saddam Hussein’s 
persistent noncompliance with the pro-
visions of the cease-fire that ended the 
first Gulf War. 

In an effort to mitigate the sanctions 
impact on the Iraqi population, the Oil-
for-Food program was created in 1996 
to allow the Iraqis to sell oil in order 
to pay for humanitarian goods. Under 
the auspices of the United Nations, the 
oil was to be sold with the proceeds to 
be deposited with the Banque National 
de Paris. Humanitarian goods were 
then to be supplied to Iraq using those 
funds. 

However, Saddam Hussein was al-
lowed to choose his own business part-
ners for this program, those buyers for 
Iraq’s oil, as well as the suppliers of 
humanitarian goods. 

For each 180-day phase of the pro-
gram, Iraq developed a list of alloca-
tions identifying companies and indi-
viduals to whom it would be willing to 
sell oil. Saddam personally reviewed 
who would receive the oil. 

Mr. Hussein would then complete oil 
contracts based on the allocations list. 
As this process evolved, Saddam began 
to give special allocations for the ben-
efit of particular individuals or entities 
that were perceived to support his bru-
tal regime. 

It is abominable for U.S. taxpayers’ 
funds to be used to pay U.N. employees 
who take advantage of international 
sanctions and make deals to receive 
kickbacks. 

That is exactly what happened with 
the U.N. Oil-for-Food program. 

While visiting Iraq in the course of 
his official duties, director of the Oil-
for-Food program, Mr. Benon Sevan, 
requested special allocations from the 
Iraq oil ministry for African Middle 
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East Petroleum Company to help a 
friend. That friend turned out to be 
former Secretary-General Boutros 
Boutros Gali’s nephew. 

It was later found by the Independent 
Inquiry Committee into the U.N. Oil-
for-Food program that what Mr. Sevan 
sought was more than just for his 
friend. 

Mr. Sevan was in a position of influ-
ence and could lift restrictions on var-
ious parts of the Oil-for-Food program. 

So the Saddam Hussein regime grant-
ed the oil allocations to AMEP and Mr. 
Sevan. AMEP purchased the oil from 
Iraq, but then sold it to oil companies 
for as much as $750,000 per transaction 
more than what they paid for it, all 
while giving the proceeds to Mr. Sevan 
for making the deal. Additional oil al-
locations granted through the years of 
the program as restrictions were lifted 
on aspects of the Oil-for-Food program. 

When the program came under scru-
tiny, Mr. Sevan blocked the proposed 
audit of his office. 

Because of these personal deals, Sad-
dam was able to skirt around the re-
strictions of sanctions, siphoning off as 
much as $10 billion in the form of il-
licit revenue while the Iraqi people 
starved. 

Saddam Hussein used much of this 
money to purchase weapons, many of 
which are being used to kill Americans 
and Iraqis today as the Allied forces 
continue to fight terrorism in that 
country. 

Actions such as Mr. Sevan’s personal 
dealings with the sanctioned Iraqi Gov-
ernment undermine the United Na-
tions’ purposes. 

I ask that my colleagues support this 
amendment that makes clear to the 
United Nations that the United States 
will not tolerate U.N. employees mak-
ing deals with rogue governments sub-
ject to U.N. sanctions.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Chairman, I am de-
lighted to yield as much time as she 
may consume to the gentlewoman from 
New York (Mrs. LOWEY), my friend and 
colleague. 

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the ranking member for yielding the 
time, and I want to express my enor-
mous respect for the gentleman from 
Illinois (Mr. HYDE), my dear friend, 
with whom I agree on some things but 
not on this issue, although the major-
ity of the bill I know is consistent with 
the gentleman from California’s (Mr. 
LANTOS) and my view, although I do 
rise in strong support of the Lantos 
substitute and in opposition to the un-
derlying bill, but it is with great re-
spect; and I appreciate the opportunity 
to work with my colleague on this and 
many other issues. 

It is no secret that the United Na-
tions is going through a period of in-
tense soul-searching, precipitated by 
increasing evidence that it has become 
an ineffective and unwieldy institution 
that long ago lost sight of its reason 
for being. 

When the world changes, its institu-
tions must change with it or become ir-
relevant, and so the U.N. has embarked 
on a mission to adapt to the changing 
times. As the Nation most involved in 
the founding of the U.N., the United 
States has an obligation to play a key 
role in this reform process. 

Reform cannot, frankly, come quick-
ly enough. The U.N. suffers today from 
a credibility gap around the world and 
for good reason. The Volcker Commis-
sion has exposed some uncomfortable 
truths about the Oil-for-Food program. 
The U.N. has dragged its feet in ad-
dressing some of our world’s worst cri-
ses, such as the Darfur genocide, and 
has been impotent on human rights 
issues; and the record of the U.N. and 
many of its member states with respect 
to Israel has, frankly, been abomi-
nable. 

In many ways, the U.N. is broken; 
but we must remember that it remains 
and must remain a central actor in 
global affairs. The organization has 
provided critical resources to nations 
coping with great poverty and social 
dislocation. 

The U.N. Population Fund has re-
duced the number of unintended preg-
nancies around the world through basic 
family planning services. 

UNICEF is the premier organization 
combating childhood disease in poor 
countries. 

Agencies like the United Nations De-
velopment Program have raised living 
standards by improving governance, 
health, and education. 

For millions around the world, the 
U.N. is not some distance bureaucracy. 
It is a hot meal for a hungry family. It 
is a doctor for a pregnant mother. It is 
protection for a first-time voter, and it 
is peace for a war-ravaged village. In-
deed, even when the U.N. efforts fall 
short, and they often do, progress to-
ward international cooperation is 
made, and recognition of common in-
terests and values is encouraged. 

As many have said, the U.N. is the 
kind of organization we would have to 
invent if it did not already exist. A 
strong U.N. is good for the United 
States and good for the world. 

So enacting the Hyde bill, which is 
more about punishment than reform, 
simply does not serve, in my judgment, 
the best interests of this country. 

In requiring a mandatory 50 percent 
cut in the United States dues to the 
U.N., unless 32 of 39 specific reforms 
are achieved, the Hyde bill provides no 
flexibility whatever to the State De-
partment to negotiate with other U.N. 
member states. Rather than providing 
Secretary Rice a tool to encourage on-
going U.N. reform negotiations, it ties 
her hands. 

The Lantos substitute would call for 
most of the same reforms as the Hyde 
bill, while providing the Secretary of 
State with room to maneuver to get 
real reforms passed.
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It is a common-sense way to achieve 

the changes we all agree are needed 

with the right balance of diplomacy 
and muscle. And while I support the 
goals of the chairman, I cannot endorse 
his means, and I urge my colleagues to 
support the Lantos substitute and de-
feat the underlying bill. 

Mr. PEARCE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself the balance of my time to wrap 
up my comments by saying that we all 
know what corruption looks like, 
smells like, and acts like. We are see-
ing corruption at many different levels 
in the U.N., and I would request that 
all Members support this amendment, 
which would limit the unauthorized 
contact between the United Nation em-
ployees and the nations which have 
been sanctioned.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN (Mr. SIMP-
SON). The question is on the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from 
New Mexico (Mr. PEARCE). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The Acting CHAIRMAN. It is now in 

order to consider amendment No. 12 
printed in Part 2 of House Report 109–
132. 

PART 2, AMENDMENT NO. 12 OFFERED BY MR. 
STEARNS 

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The Clerk 
will designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Part 2, amendment No. 12 offered by Mr. 
STEARNS:

In section 601(b)(1) (relating to the with-
holding of United States contributions to the 
regular assessed budget of the United Na-
tions), strike ‘‘50 percent’’ and insert ‘‘75 per-
cent’’. 

In section 601(b)(3), strike ‘‘11 percent’’ and 
insert ‘‘5.5 percent’’. 

In section 601(b)(4)(B), strike ‘‘50 percent’’ 
and insert ‘‘75 percent’’. 

In section 601(d)(2), strike ‘‘50 percent’’ and 
insert ‘‘75 percent’’. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to 
the House Resolution 319, the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. STEARNS) and 
a Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Florida (Mr. STEARNS).

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I have a chart here 
which the gentleman from Illinois (Mr. 
HYDE) prepared, and I think you can 
see all the scandals at the United Na-
tions. This has been shown several 
times. I think it is a good reminder to 
all of us that the U.N. is obviously in 
need of serious reform. I commend 
Chairman HYDE and his reform bill for 
doing just that. I think it ensures the 
reforms that we need. 

My amendment is very simple. The 
main part of the Hyde bill is to with-
hold U.S. contributions to the regular 
assessed budget of the U.N. unless they 
make real and substantial reforms in 
the way they operate. So his under-
lying legislation calls for a 50 percent 
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withholding, and my amendment sim-
ply increases that to 75 percent. I think 
you can think over it in terms of a 
glass half full, half empty, his 50 per-
cent. My amendment would make it 75 
percent empty, which I think for most 
people is a real clear sign we should do 
something. So it is not just adding 
more teeth, it is also one of symbolism. 

I think just to review, we all know 
the U.N. is not as effective as it could 
be, not to mention all these scandals. 
The number one scandal is the Oil-for-
Food program that we are still inves-
tigating, and we still have not got to 
the bottom of this scandal. 

I think the American people, under-
standably, have sort of lost faith in the 
United Nations. It does not seem to be 
fulfilling its founding mission, as long 
as it continues to coddle dictators and 
appease terrorists. There is an ever-
growing list of grievances against the 
United Nations, and suggested reform 
is desperately needed. If not, we will 
continue to pour hundreds of millions 
of American taxpayers’ dollars down 
into what I call a bottomless pit. So 
leveraging our dues this way is the 
only way we can ensure the U.N. makes 
the necessary change. 

Now, the question would be what is 
the difference, as I mentioned, between 
50 and 75 percent? I think in real dol-
lars and real impact, this will be more 
important, to move it to 75 percent. 
For many of us who feel strongly about 
this, it gives a little more weight to it. 

I would also say, Mr. Chairman, that 
I had a dream last night, and this 
dream was of the gentleman from Illi-
nois (Mr. HYDE), the distinguished 
chairman of the Committee on the 
international Relations. In this dream 
he was puzzling how much to withhold 
from the U.N. until they enact the nec-
essary reform—so in his great wisdom. 
As he sat in his chair in my dream, he 
set in a magnificent chair, and there 
were clouds and harps all around him, 
and he was deliberating very carefully 
whether to do 50 percent or 75 percent. 
He finally decided, after much delibera-
tion, to do 50 percent. But I could tell 
in this dream that in his heart of 
hearts he wanted to have 75 percent. 

So, Mr. Chairman, the dream I had of 
you convinced me that I should come 
down to the House floor today and offer 
75 percent as a humble way to extend 
your feelings that were in my dream.

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. STEARNS. I yield to the gen-
tleman from California. 

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Chairman, I want 
to commend my good friend from Flor-
ida for an improved version of the un-
derlying Hyde bill. 

I refer to the Hyde bill as a guillotine 
on autopilot, and I think it is in the 
true American spirit that the gen-
tleman now has a more effective, fast-
er-working, more suicidal guillotine 
which he is offering to this body. 

I do not think this proposal deserves 
really any serious comment. If, in fact, 
381⁄2 of the 39 Hyde commandments are 

fulfilled, we should not automatically 
chop off 75 percent of our dues to the 
United Nations. 

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Chairman, I wish 
to reclaim my time, because the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. LANTOS) is 
very eloquent, and I would like to con-
tinue to have a little less say on my 
amendment. If he is accepting my 
amendment, I would sure appreciate 
his support. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Chairman, I claim the 
time in opposition, and I yield myself 
such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, it is with painful re-
luctance that I object to my dear 
friend’s dreams and his emanating bill. 
He is on the right track, God knows, 
but it is overkill. I think 50 percent 
bites just enough; 75 percent might kill 
the patient. And so with reluctance 
and admiration, and a hope that he 
gets a good night’s sleep tonight, un-
disturbed by dreams, I must object to 
the amendment. 

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HYDE. With pleasure, I yield to 
the gentleman from California. 

Mr. LANTOS. I thank the chairman 
for yielding to me. 

Mr. Chairman, this is yet another oc-
casion that Chairman HYDE and I stand 
shoulder to shoulder on attempting to 
reform the United Nations. I strongly 
concur with the chairman, this is over-
kill. It is over-overkill. 

Using the gentleman’s logic, it is dif-
ficult to see why he is not proposing a 
95 percent automatic dues cut-off. But 
maybe upon reflection he might pro-
pose that on a future occasion. 

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
back the balance of my time.

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself the balance of my time, and I 
would say to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. LANTOS) that tonight I will 
try to get more sleep, because I have 
spent so much more time dreaming, 
and perhaps tonight he will be in my 
dreams. And I will be dreaming that he 
wished that we would have had the 
amendment at 95 percent instead of the 
50 percent. 

My colleagues, when you come down 
to the House floor to vote on the 
amendment, I want you to vote ‘‘yes’’ 
for the Stearns amendment because in 
your heart of hearts, in fact in the 
heart of hearts of Chairman HYDE in 
my dream, he wanted 75 percent.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The ques-
tion is on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Florida (Mr. 
STEARNS). 

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chairman announced that the noes 
appeared to have it. 

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by 

the gentleman from Florida (Mr. 
STEARNS) will be postponed. 

It is now in order to consider amend-
ment No. 13 printed in Part 2 of House 
Report 109–132. 
PART 2, AMENDMENT NO. 13 IN THE NATURE OF A 

SUBSTITUTE OFFERED BY MR. LANTOS 

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The Clerk 
will designate the amendment in the 
nature of a substitute. 

The text of the amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute is as follows:

Part 2, amendment No. 13 in the nature of 
a substitute offered by Mr. LANTOS:

Strike all after the enacting clause and in-
sert the following:
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as 
the ‘‘United Nations Reform and Institu-
tional Strengthening Act of 2005’’. 

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-
tents for this Act is as follows:

Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents. 
Sec. 2. Definitions. 
Sec. 3. Statement of Congress. 

TITLE I—MISSION AND BUDGET OF THE 
UNITED NATIONS 

Sec. 101. United States financial contribu-
tions to the United Nations. 

Sec. 102. Weighted voting. 
Sec. 103. Certification requirements. 
Sec. 104. Accountability. 
Sec. 105. Terrorism and the United Nations. 
Sec. 106. Equality at the United Nations. 
Sec. 107. Reforms at the specialized agen-

cies. 
Sec. 108. Report on United Nations reform. 
Sec. 109. Report on United Nations per-

sonnel. 
Sec. 110. Anti-Semitism and the United Na-

tions. 
Sec. 111. United Nations cooperation relat-

ing to oil-for-food investiga-
tion. 

TITLE II—HUMAN RIGHTS AND THE 
ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL COUNCIL 

Sec. 201. Human Rights. 
Sec. 202. Economic and Social Council 

(ecosoc). 
Sec. 203. International responsibility to pro-

tect. 

TITLE III—INTERNATIONAL ATOMIC 
ENERGY AGENCY 

Sec. 301. International atomic energy agen-
cy. 

Sec. 302. Sense of Congress regarding the 
Nuclear Security Action Plan 
of the IAEA. 

TITLE IV—PEACEKEEPING 

Sec. 401. Sense of Congress regarding reform 
of United Nations Peacekeeping 
Operations. 

Sec. 402. Statement of policy relating to re-
form of United Nations Peace-
keeping Operations. 

Sec. 403. Certification. 
Sec. 404. United States Contributions to 

United Nations Peacekeeping 
Operations. 

Sec. 405. Genocide and the United Nations. 
Sec. 406. Rule of construction relating to 

protection of United States of-
ficials and members of the 
Armed Forces. 

TITLE V—DEPARTMENT OF STATE AND 
GOVERNMENT ACCOUNTABILITY OFFICE 

Sec. 501. Positions for United States citizens 
at international organizations. 
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Sec. 502. Budget justification for regular as-

sessed budget of the United Na-
tions. 

Sec. 503. Review and report. 
Sec. 504. Government accountability office. 

TITLE VI—CERTIFICATIONS AND 
WITHHOLDING OF CONTRIBUTIONS 

Sec. 601. Certifications and withholding of 
Contributions. 

Sec. 602. Diplomatic Campaign to Achieve 
Reform. 

TITLE VII—UNITED NATIONS RENEWAL 
AND TOOLS TO FULLY IMPLEMENT 
UNITED NATIONS REFORM 

Sec. 701. Synchronization of U.S. assessed 
Contributions to International 
Organizations. 

Sec. 702. Increased funding for United States 
assessed contribution to the 
United Nations to support re-
form efforts. 

Sec. 703. Buyout of United Nations per-
sonnel. 

Sec. 704. United Nations democracy fund. 
Sec. 705. United States personnel to inter-

national organizations.
SEC. 2. DEFINITIONS. 

In this Act: 
(1) APPROPRIATE CONGRESSIONAL COMMIT-

TEES.—The term ‘‘appropriate congressional 
committees’’ means the Committee on Inter-
national Relations of the House of Rep-
resentatives and the Committee on Foreign 
Relations of the Senate. 

(2) ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL COUNCIL.—The 
term ‘‘Economic and Social Council’’ means 
the Economic and Social Council of the 
United Nations. 

(3) EMPLOYEE.—The term ‘‘employee’’ 
means an individual who is employed in the 
general services, professional staff, or senior 
management of the United Nations. 

(4) GENERAL ASSEMBLY.—The term ‘‘Gen-
eral Assembly’’ means the General Assembly 
of the United Nations. 

(5) MEMBER STATE.—The term ‘‘Member 
State’’ means a Member State of the United 
Nations. 

(6) OFFICE OF INTERNAL OVERSIGHT SERV-
ICES.—The terms ‘‘Office of Internal Over-
sight Services’’ and ‘‘OIOS’’ mean the Office 
of Internal Oversight Services of the United 
Nations. 

(7) SECRETARY.—The term ‘‘Secretary’’ 
means the Secretary of State. 

(8) SECRETARY GENERAL.—The term ‘‘Sec-
retary General’’ means the Secretary Gen-
eral of the United Nations. 

(9) SECURITY COUNCIL.—The term ‘‘Security 
Council’’ means the Security Council of the 
United Nations. 

(10) SPECIALIZED AGENCY.—The term ‘‘spe-
cialized agency’’ means any of the following 
agencies of the United Nations: 

(A) The Food and Agriculture Organiza-
tion, or FAO. 

(B) The International Atomic Energy 
Agency, or IAEA. 

(C) The International Civil Aviation Orga-
nization, or ICAO. 

(D) The International Fund for Agricul-
tural Development, or IFAD. 

(E) The International Labor Organization, 
or ILO. 

(F) The International Maritime Organiza-
tion, or IMO. 

(G) The International Telecommunication 
Union, or ITU. 

(H) The United Nations Educational, Sci-
entific, and Cultural Organization, or 
UNESCO. 

(I) The United Nations Industrial Develop-
ment Organization, or UNIDO. 

(J) The Universal Postal Union, or UPU. 
(K) The World Health Organization, or 

WHO. 

(L) The World Meteorological Organiza-
tion, or WMO. 

(M) The World Intellectual Property Orga-
nization, or WIPO. 
SEC. 3. STATEMENT OF CONGRESS. 

Congress declares that, in light of recent 
history, it is incumbent upon the United Na-
tions to enact significant reform measures if 
it is to restore the public trust and con-
fidence necessary for it to achieve the laud-
able goals set forth in its Charter. 

TITLE I—MISSION AND BUDGET OF THE 
UNITED NATIONS 

SEC. 101. UNITED STATES FINANCIAL CONTRIBU-
TIONS TO THE UNITED NATIONS. 

(a) AUTHORIZATION WITH RESPECT TO THE 
REGULAR ASSESSED BUDGET OF THE UNITED 
NATIONS.—The Secretary is authorized to 
make contributions toward the amount as-
sessed to the United States by the United 
Nations for the purpose of funding the reg-
ular assessed budget of the United Nations. 

(b) UNITED STATES FINANCIAL CONTRIBU-
TIONS TO THE UNITED NATIONS.—Section 11 of 
the United Nations Participation Act of 1945 
(22 U.S.C. 287e-3) is amended to read as fol-
lows: 
‘‘SEC. 11. UNITED STATES FINANCIAL CONTRIBU-

TIONS TO THE UNITED NATIONS. 
‘‘(a) POLICY OF THE UNITED STATES RELAT-

ING TO THE REGULAR ASSESSED BUDGET OF 
THE UNITED NATIONS.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The President shall di-
rect the United States Permanent Rep-
resentative to the United Nations to use the 
voice, vote, and influence of the United 
States at the United Nations—

‘‘(A) to pursue a streamlined, efficient, and 
accountable regular assessed budget of the 
United Nations; 

‘‘(B) to make efforts to shift funding mech-
anisms of some of the organizational pro-
grams of the United Nations from the reg-
ular assessed budget to voluntarily funded 
programs; and 

‘‘(C) to shift funding from entities whose 
efforts are found duplicative or unbalanced 
under section 106(b) of the United Nations 
Reform and Institutional Strengthening Act 
of 2005 to programs under subsection (b) of 
this section or other related programs. 

‘‘(2) FUTURE BIENNIUM BUDGETS.—The 
President shall direct the United States Per-
manent Representative to the United Na-
tions to use the voice, vote, and influence of 
the United States at the United Nations to 
seek to shift funding mechanisms of oper-
ational programs of the United Nations and 
to reduce the funding for programs specified 
in subsection (c) in future resolutions agreed 
to by the General Assembly for the regular 
assessed budget of the United Nations. 

‘‘(b) ELIGIBLE ORGANIZATIONAL PRO-
GRAMS.—To the extent that any organiza-
tional programs are shifted from the regular 
assessed budget to voluntarily funded pro-
grams, the Secretary shall seek to use funds 
created by any reduction in the amount of 
the United States assessed contribution to 
the United Nations to make voluntary con-
tributions to programs at the United Nations 
which—

‘‘(1) conduct internal oversight; 
‘‘(2) promote human rights; 
‘‘(3) provide humanitarian assistance; and 
‘‘(4) are organizational programs which 

have been shifted from assessed to voluntary 
contributions. 

‘‘(c) PUBLIC INFORMATION AND GENERAL AS-
SEMBLY AFFAIRS AND CONFERENCE SERV-
ICES.—The President shall direct the United 
States Permanent Representative to the 
United Nations to use the voice, vote, and in-
fluence of the United States at the United 
Nations to reduce by 20 percent the amount 
budgeted by resolution of the General As-
sembly for the 2008–2009 biennium compared 

to the amount budgeted by resolution of 
General Assembly for the 2004–2005 biennial 
period for the following organizational pro-
grams: 

‘‘(1) Public Information. 
‘‘(2) General Assembly affairs and con-

ference services.’’
SEC. 102. WEIGHTED VOTING. 

It shall be the policy of the United States 
to actively pursue weighted voting in the 
United Nations with respect to all budgetary 
and financial matters in the Administrative 
and Budgetary Committee and in the Gen-
eral Assembly in accordance with the level 
of the financial contribution of a Member 
State to the regular assessed budget of the 
United Nations. 
SEC. 103. CERTIFICATION REQUIREMENTS. 

(a) CERTIFICATION.—In accordance with sec-
tion 601, a certification shall be required 
that certifies that the conditions described 
in subsection (b) have been satisfied. 

(b) CONDITIONS.—The conditions under this 
subsection are the following: 

(1) NEW BUDGET PRACTICES FOR THE UNITED 
NATIONS.—The United Nations is imple-
menting budget practices that—

(A) require the maintenance of a budget 
not in excess of the level agreed to by the 
General Assembly at the beginning of each 
United Nations budgetary biennium, unless 
increases are agreed to by consensus and do 
not exceed ten percent, or unless the Sec-
retary of State certifies that any increase 
that would be inconsistent with this para-
graph is important to the national interest 
of the United States; and 

(B) require the identification of expendi-
tures by the United Nations by functional 
categories such as personnel, travel, and 
equipment. 

(2) PROGRAM EVALUATION.—
(A) EVALUATION OF PROGRAMS.—The Sec-

retary General has used the existing authori-
ties to take measures to ensure that pro-
gram managers within the United Nations 
Secretariat conduct evaluations of such pro-
grams in accordance with the standardized 
methodology referred to in subparagraph (B) 
of United Nations programs approved by the 
General Assembly. 

(B) DEVELOPMENT OF EVALUATION CRI-
TERIA.—The Office of Internal Oversight 
Services has developed a standardized meth-
odology for the evaluation of United Nations 
programs approved by the General Assembly, 
including specific criteria for determining 
the continuing relevance and effectiveness of 
the programs. 

(C) REPORT.—The Secretary General is as-
sessing budget requests and, on the basis of 
the evaluations of programs conducted pur-
suant to subparagraph (A) for the relevant 
preceding year, reports to the General As-
sembly on the continuing relevance and ef-
fectiveness of such programs and identifies 
those that need reform or should be termi-
nated. 

(D) SUNSET OF PROGRAMS.—Consistent with 
the July 16, 1997, recommendations of the 
Secretary General regarding a sunset policy 
and results-based budgeting for United Na-
tions programs, the United Nations has es-
tablished and is implementing procedures to 
require all new programs approved by the 
General Assembly to have a specific sunset 
date or a date by which such programs 
should be evaluated for continuing relevance 
and effectiveness. 
SEC. 104. ACCOUNTABILITY. 

(a) CERTIFICATION OF CREATION OF INDE-
PENDENT OVERSIGHT BOARD.—In accordance 
with section 601, a certification shall be re-
quired that certifies that the following re-
forms related to the establishment of an 
Independent Oversight Board (IOB) have 
been adopted by the United Nations: 
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(1) An IOB or an equivalent entity is estab-

lished. Except as provided in paragraph (2), 
the IOB shall be an independent entity with-
in the United Nations and shall not be sub-
ject to budget authority or organizational 
authority of any entity within the United 
Nations. 

(2) The head of the IOB shall be a Director. 
The IOB shall also consist of four other 
board members who shall be nominated by 
the Secretary General and subject to Secu-
rity Council approval by a majority vote. 
The IOB shall be responsible to the Security 
Council. The Director and board members 
shall each serve terms of six years, except 
that the terms of the initial board shall be 
staggered so that the terms of not more than 
two board members will expire in any one 
year. No board member may serve more than 
two terms. An IOB board member may be re-
moved for cause by a majority vote of the 
Security Council. The Director shall appoint 
a professional staff headed by a Chief of Staff 
and may employ contract staff as needed. 

(3) The IOB shall receive operational and 
budgetary funding through appropriations by 
the General Assembly and shall not be de-
pendent upon any other bureau, division, or 
department of the United Nations for such 
funding. 

(4) The IOB shall have the authority to 
evaluate all operations of the Office of Inter-
nal Oversight Services and the Board of Ex-
ternal Auditors of the United Nations. Every 
three months or more frequently when ap-
propriate, the IOB shall submit, as appro-
priate, to the Secretary General, the Secu-
rity Council, the General Assembly, or the 
Economic and Social Council a report on its 
activities, relevant observations, and rec-
ommendations relating to its audit oper-
ations, including information relating to the 
inventory and status of investigation by the 
Office of Internal Oversight Services. The 
IOB may direct the Office of Internal Over-
sight Services or the Board of External Audi-
tors to initiate an investigation. 

(5) In extraordinary circumstances, and 
with the concurrence of the Secretary Gen-
eral and Security Council by majority vote, 
the IOB may augment the Office of Internal 
Oversight Services with a special investi-
gator and staff consisting of individuals who 
are not employees of the United Nations, to 
investigate matters involving senior officials 
of the United Nations when allegations of se-
rious misconduct have been made and such a 
special investigation is necessary to main-
tain public confidence in the integrity of the 
investigation. A special investigation staff 
shall comply with all United Nations finan-
cial disclosure and conflict of interest rules, 
including the filing of an individual annual 
financial disclosure form in accordance with 
subsection (c). 

(6) The IOB shall recommend annual budg-
ets for the Office of Internal Oversight Serv-
ices and the Board of External Auditors. 

(b) CERTIFICATION OF UNITED NATIONS RE-
FORMS OF THE OFFICE OF INTERNAL OVERSIGHT 
SERVICES.—In accordance with section 601, a 
certification shall be required that certifies 
that the following reforms related to the Of-
fice of Internal Oversight Services (OIOS) 
have been adopted by the United Nations: 

(1) The OIOS is designated as an inde-
pendent entity within the United Nations. 
The OIOS shall not be subject to budget au-
thority or organizational authority of any 
entity within the United Nations. 

(2) The head of the OIOS shall be a Direc-
tor. 

(3) The OIOS shall receive operational and 
budgetary funding through appropriations by 
the General Assembly and shall not be de-
pendent upon any other bureau, division, de-
partment, or specialized agency for such 
funding. 

(4) All United Nations officials, including 
officials from any bureau, division, or de-
partment of the United Nations, may—

(A) make a recommendation to the OIOS 
to initiate an investigation of any aspect of 
the United Nations; or 

(B) report to the OIOS information or alle-
gations of misconduct or inefficiencies with-
in the United Nations. 

(5) The OIOS may, sua sponte, initiate and 
conduct an investigation of any bureau, divi-
sion, department, or employee (including the 
Secretary General) of the United Nations or 
contractor or consultant for the United Na-
tions. 

(6) At least every three months and more 
frequently when appropriate, the OIOS or an-
other responsible office shall submit to the 
IOB a report containing an inventory and 
status of its investigations. 

(7) The OIOS shall establish or approve 
procedures for providing ‘‘whistle-blower’’ 
status and employment protections for all 
employees of the United Nations, who pro-
vide informational leads and testimony re-
lated to allegations of wrongdoing. Such pro-
cedures shall be adopted throughout the 
United Nations. Such status and protection 
may not be conferred on the Secretary Gen-
eral. 

(8) The OIOS shall annually publish a pub-
lic report determining the proper number, 
distribution, and expertise of auditors within 
the OIOS necessary to carry out present and 
future duties of the OIOS, including assess-
ing the staffing requirements needed to audit 
United Nations contracting activities 
throughout the contract cycle from the bid 
process to contract performance. 

(9) The Director of OIOS shall establish a 
position of Associate Director of OIOS for 
Specialized Agencies and Funds and Pro-
grams, who shall be responsible for super-
vising the OIOS liaison and oversight duties 
for each specialized agency and funds and 
programs of the United Nations. With the 
concurrence of the Director and the relevant 
specialized agency, the Associate Director 
may hire and appoint necessary OIOS staff, 
including staff serving within and located at 
a specialized agency and funds and programs 
permanently or as needed to liaison with ex-
isting audit functions with each specialized 
agency and funds and programs. 

(10) Not later than six months after the 
date of the enactment of this Act, the Direc-
tor shall establish a position of Associate Di-
rector of OIOS for Peacekeeping Operations 
or an equivalent position, who shall be re-
sponsible for the oversight and auditing of 
the field offices attached to United Nations 
peacekeeping operations. The Associate Di-
rector of OIOS for Peacekeeping Operations 
shall—

(A) receive informational leads and testi-
mony from any person regarding allegations 
of wrongdoing by United Nations officials or 
peacekeeping troops or regarding inefficien-
cies associated with United Nations peace-
keeping operations; and 

(B) shall be responsible for initiating, con-
ducting, and overseeing investigations with-
in peacekeeping operations. 

(11)(A) Not later than six months after the 
date of the enactment of this Act, the Direc-
tor shall establish a position of Associate Di-
rector of OIOS for Procurement and Contract 
Integrity or an equivalent position, who 
shall be responsible for auditing and inspect-
ing procurement and contracting within the 
United Nations. The Associate Director of 
OIOS for Procurement and Contract Integ-
rity shall—

(i) receive informational leads and testi-
mony from any person regarding allegations 
of wrongdoing by United Nations officials or 
regarding inefficiencies associated with 

United Nations procurement or contracting 
activities; and 

(ii) be responsible for initiating, con-
ducting, and overseeing investigations of 
procurement and contract activities. 

(B) Not later than 12 months after the es-
tablishment of the position of Associate Di-
rector of OIOS for Procurement and Contract 
Integrity, the Director, with the assistance 
of the Associate Director of OIOS for Pro-
curement and Contract Integrity, shall un-
dertake a review of contract procedures to 
ensure that practices and policies are in 
place to ensure that—

(i) the United Nations has ceased issuing 
single bid contracts, except during an emer-
gency situation that is justified by the 
Under Secretary General for Management; 

(ii) the United Nations has established ef-
fective controls to prevent conflicts of inter-
est in the award of contracts; and 

(iii) the United Nations has established ef-
fective procedures and policies to ensure ef-
fective and comprehensive oversight and 
monitoring of United Nations contract per-
formance. 

(c) CERTIFICATION OF ESTABLISHMENT OF 
UNITED NATIONS OFFICE OF ETHICS.—In ac-
cordance with section 601, a certification 
shall be required that certifies that the fol-
lowing reforms related to the establishment 
of a United Nations Office of Ethics or an 
equivalent entity (UNOE) have been estab-
lished by the United Nations: 

(1) A UNOE is established. The UNOE shall 
be an independent entity within the United 
Nations and shall not be subject to budget 
authority or organizational authority of any 
entity within the United Nations. The UNEO 
shall be responsible for establishing, man-
aging, and enforcing a code of ethics for all 
employees of the United Nations. The UNEO 
shall be responsible for providing such em-
ployees with annual training related to such 
code. The head of the UNEO shall be a Direc-
tor. 

(2) The UNEO shall receive operational and 
budgetary funding through appropriations by 
the General Assembly and shall not be de-
pendent upon any other bureau, division, de-
partment, or specialized agency of the 
United Nations for such funding. 

(3) The Director of the UNEO shall, not 
later than six months after the date of its es-
tablishment, publish a report containing pro-
posals for implementing a system for the fil-
ing and review of individual annual financial 
disclosure forms by each employee of the 
United Nations at the P–5 level and above 
and by all consultants for the United Na-
tions compensated at any salary level. Such 
forms shall be made available at the request 
of the Director of the Office of Internal Over-
sight Services. Such system shall seek to 
identify and prevent conflicts of interest by 
United Nations employees and shall be com-
parable to the system used for such purposes 
by the United States Government. Such re-
port shall also address broader reforms of the 
ethics program for the United Nations, in-
cluding—

(A) the effect of the establishment of eth-
ics officers throughout all organizations 
within the United Nations; 

(B) the effect of retention by the UNEO of 
annual financial disclosure forms; 

(C) proposals for making completed annual 
financial disclosure forms of each employee 
and consultant available to the public, on re-
quest, through the mission to the United Na-
tions of the Member State of which the em-
ployee or consultant is a national; 

(D) proposals for annual disclosure to the 
public of information related to the annual 
salaries and payments, including pension 
payments and buyouts, of employees of and 
consultants for the United Nations; 
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(E) proposals for annual disclosure to the 

public of information related to per diem 
rates for all bureaus, divisions, departments, 
or specialized agencies within the United Na-
tions; 

(F) proposals for disclosure upon request 
by the Ambassador of a Member State of in-
formation related to travel and per diem 
payments made from United Nations funds 
to any person; and 

(G) proposals for annual disclosure to the 
public of information related to travel and 
per diem payments made from United Na-
tions funds to any person. 

(d) CERTIFICATION OF UNITED NATIONS ES-
TABLISHMENT OF POSITION OF CHIEF OPER-
ATING OFFICER.—In accordance with section 
601, a certification shall be required that cer-
tifies that the following reforms related to 
the establishment of the position of a Chief 
Operating Officer or an equivalent position 
have been adopted by the United Nations: 

(1) There is established the position of 
Chief Operating Officer (COO). The COO shall 
report to the Secretary General. 

(2) The COO shall be responsible for formu-
lating general policies and programs for the 
United Nations in coordination with the Sec-
retary General and in consultation with the 
Security Council and the General Assembly. 
The COO shall be responsible for the daily 
administration, operation and supervision, 
and the direction and control of the business 
of the United Nations. The COO shall also 
perform such other duties and may exercise 
such other powers as from time to time may 
be assigned to the COO by the Secretary 
General. 
SEC. 105. TERRORISM AND THE UNITED NATIONS. 

The President shall direct the United 
States Permanent Representative to the 
United Nations to use the voice, vote, and in-
fluence of the United States at the United 
Nations to work toward adoption by the Gen-
eral Assembly of—

(1) a definition of terrorism that builds 
upon the recommendations of the Secretary 
General’s High-Level Panel on Threats, Chal-
lenges, and Change, and includes as an essen-
tial component of such definition any action 
that is intended to cause death or serious 
bodily harm to civilians with the purpose of 
intimidating a population or compelling a 
government or an international organization 
to do, or abstain from doing, any act; and 

(2) a comprehensive convention on ter-
rorism that includes the definition described 
in paragraph (1). 
SEC. 106. EQUALITY AT THE UNITED NATIONS. 

(a) INCLUSION OF ISRAEL IN WEOG.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The President shall direct 

the United States Permanent Representative 
to the United Nations to use the voice, vote, 
and influence of the United States to expand 
the Western European and Others Group 
(WEOG) in the United Nations to include 
Israel as a permanent member with full 
rights and privileges. 

(2) NOTIFICATION TO CONGRESS.—Not later 
than six months after the date of the enact-
ment of this Act and every six months there-
after for the succeeding 2-year period, the 
Secretary of State shall notify the appro-
priate congressional committees concerning 
the treatment of Israel in the United Nations 
and the expansion of WEOG to include Israel 
as a permanent member. 

(b) DEPARTMENT OF STATE REVIEW AND RE-
PORT.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—To avoid duplicative ef-
forts and funding with respect to Palestinian 
interests and to ensure balance in the ap-
proach to Israeli–Palestinian issues, the Sec-
retary shall conduct an audit of the func-
tions of the entities listed in paragraph (2) 
and submit to the appropriate congressional 
committees, not later than 60 days after en-

actment of this Act, a report containing rec-
ommendations for the elimination of such 
entities. 

(2) ENTITIES.—The entities referred to in 
paragraph (1) are the following: 

(A) The United Nations Division for Pales-
tinian Rights. 

(B) The Committee on the Exercise of the 
Inalienable Rights of the Palestinian People. 

(C) The United Nations Special Coordi-
nator for the Middle East Peace Process and 
Personal Representative to the Palestine 
Liberation Organization and the Palestinian 
Authority. 

(D) The NGO Network on the Question of 
Palestine. 

(E) The United Nations Relief and Works 
Agency for Palestinian Refugees in the Near 
East. 

(F) The Special Committee to Investigate 
Israeli Practices Affecting the Human Rights 
of the Palestinian People and Other Arabs of 
the Occupied Territories. 

(G) Such other entities as the Secretary 
determines to constitute duplicative efforts 
and funding or fail to ensure balance in the 
approach to Israeli-Palestinian issues. 

(c) IMPLEMENTATION BY PERMANENT REP-
RESENTATIVE.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The President shall direct 
the United States Permanent Representative 
to the United Nations to use the voice, vote, 
and influence of the United States at the 
United Nations to seek the implementation 
of the recommendations contained in the re-
port required under subsection (b)(1). 

(2) WITHHOLDING OF FUNDS.—Until such rec-
ommendations have been implemented, the 
Secretary of State is authorized to withhold 
from United States contributions to the reg-
ular assessed budget of the United Nations 
for a biennial period amounts that are pro-
portional to the percentage of such budget 
that are expended for such entities. 

(d) GAO AUDIT.—The Comptroller General 
of the United States shall conduct an audit 
of—

(1) the status of the implementation of the 
recommendations contained in the report re-
quired under subsection (b)(1); and 

(2) United States action and achievements 
under subsection (c). 
SEC. 107. REFORMS AT THE SPECIALIZED AGEN-

CIES. 
(a) BUDGET REFORM.—The Secretary of 

State shall direct the United States rep-
resentative to each specialized agency to use 
the voice, vote, and influence of the United 
States ensure that each specialized agency—

(1) has developed a standardized method-
ology for the evaluation of the programs of 
the agency, including specific criteria for de-
termining the continuing relevance and ef-
fectiveness of the programs, patterned on the 
work of the Office of Internal Oversight 
Services of the United Nations under section 
103; 

(2) provides the results of such evaluations 
to the governing body of such agency; and 

(3) has established and is implementing 
procedures to require all new programs of 
such agency have a specific sunset date. 

(b) ACCOUNTABILITY.—The Secretary of 
State shall direct the United States rep-
resentative to each specialized agency to use 
the voice, vote and influence of the United 
States to ensure that each specialized agen-
cy—

(1) has a strengthened internal inspection 
capability or has agreed to allow the Office 
on Internal Oversight Services of the United 
Nations to conduct an investigation or audit 
of any program in such agency, including 
any employee or contractor of, or consultant 
for, such agency; and 

(2) has adopted whistleblower protections 
patterned on the protections developed by 
OIOS under section 104 of this Act. 

(c) ETHICS.—The Secretary shall direct the 
United States representative to each special-
ized agency to use the voice, vote and influ-
ence of the United States to ensure that each 
specialized agency—

(1) is using a system for the filing and re-
view of individual annual financial disclo-
sure forms developed by the United Nations 
Ethics Office established by section 104 of 
this Act or a system patterned after such 
system; and 

(2) has established its own ethics office or 
is using the services of the United Nations 
Ethics Office to review and otherwise imple-
ment the ethics system described in para-
graph (1). 

(d) AUTHORITY.—If the Secretary is unable 
to certify that one or more of the policies de-
scribed in this section has been implemented 
for any specialized agency, the Secretary is 
authorized to withhold up to 50 percent of 
the United States contribution to the reg-
ular assessed budget of such specialized 
agency, beginning with funds appropriated 
for such contribution for fiscal year 2008. 
SEC. 108. REPORT ON UNITED NATIONS REFORM. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 180 days 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the Secretary shall submit to the appro-
priate congressional committees a report on 
United Nations reform since 1990. 

(b) CONTENTS.—The report required under 
paragraph (1) shall describe—

(1) the status of the implementation of 
management reforms within the United Na-
tions and its specialized agencies; 

(2) the number of outputs, reports, or other 
items generated by General Assembly resolu-
tions that have been eliminated; 

(3) the progress of the General Assembly to 
modernize and streamline the committee 
structure and its specific recommendations 
on oversight and committee outputs, con-
sistent with the March 2005 report of the 
Secretary General entitled ‘‘In larger free-
dom: towards development, security and 
human rights for all’’; 

(4) the status of the review by the General 
Assembly of all mandates older than five 
years and how resources have been redi-
rected to new challenges, consistent with the 
March 2005 report of the Secretary General 
referred to in paragraph (3); and 

(5) the continued utility and relevance of 
the Economic and Financial Committee and 
the Social, Humanitarian, and Cultural Com-
mittee, in light of the duplicative agendas of 
those committees and the Economic and So-
cial Council. 

(c) UPDATE.—Not later than one year after 
submitting the report under subsection (a), 
the Secretary shall submit to the appro-
priate congressional committees a report up-
dating the information included in the first 
report. 
SEC. 109. REPORT ON UNITED NATIONS PER-

SONNEL. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than one year 

after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the Secretary of State shall submit to the 
appropriate congressional committees a re-
port—

(1) concerning the progress of the General 
Assembly to modernize human resource 
practices, consistent with the March 2005 re-
port of the Secretary General entitled ‘‘In 
larger freedom: towards development, secu-
rity and human rights for all’’; and 

(2) containing the information described in 
subsection (b). 

(b) CONTENTS.—The report shall include—
(1) a comprehensive evaluation of human 

resources reforms at the United Nations, in-
cluding an evaluation of—

(A) tenure; 
(B) performance reviews; 
(C) the promotion system; 
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(D) a merit-based hiring system and en-

hanced regulations concerning termination 
of employment of employees; and 

(E) the implementation of a code of con-
duct and ethics training; 

(2) the implementation of a system of pro-
cedures for filing complaints and protective 
measures for work-place harassment, includ-
ing sexual harassment; 

(3) policy recommendations relating to the 
establishment of a rotation requirement for 
nonadministrative positions; 

(4) policy recommendations relating to the 
establishment of a prohibition preventing 
personnel and officials assigned to the mis-
sion of a Member State to the United Na-
tions from transferring to a position within 
the United Nations Secretariat that is com-
pensated at the P–5 level or above; 

(5) policy recommendations relating to a 
reduction in travel allowances and attendant 
oversight with respect to accommodations 
and airline flights; and 

(6) an evaluation of the recommendations 
of the Secretary General relating to greater 
flexibility for the Secretary General in staff-
ing decisions to accommodate changing pri-
orities. 
SEC. 110. ANTI-SEMITISM AND THE UNITED NA-

TIONS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—The President shall direct 

the United States Permanent Representative 
to the United Nations to use the voice, vote, 
and influence of the United States at the 
United Nations to make every effort to—

(1) ensure the issuance and implementation 
of a directive by the Secretary General or 
the Secretariat, as appropriate, that—

(A) requires all employees of the United 
Nations and its specialized agencies to offi-
cially and publicly condemn anti-Semitic 
statements made at any session of the 
United Nations or its specialized agencies, or 
at any other session sponsored by the United 
Nations; 

(B) requires employees of the United Na-
tions and its specialized agencies to be sub-
ject to punitive action, including immediate 
dismissal, for making anti-Semitic state-
ments or references; 

(C) proposes specific recommendations to 
the General Assembly for the establishment 
of mechanisms to hold accountable employ-
ees and officials of the United Nations and 
its specialized agencies, or Member States, 
that make such anti-Semitic statements or 
references in any forum of the United Na-
tions or of its specialized agencies; and 

(D) develops and implements education 
awareness programs about the Holocaust and 
anti-Semitism throughout the world, as part 
of an effort to combat intolerance and ha-
tred; 

(2) work to secure the adoption of a resolu-
tion by the General Assembly that estab-
lishes the mechanisms described in para-
graph (1)(C); and 

(3) continue working toward further reduc-
tion of anti-Semitic language and anti-Israel 
resolutions in the United Nations and its 
specialized agencies. 

(b) CERTIFICATION.—In accordance with sec-
tion 601, a certification shall be required 
that certifies that the requirements de-
scribed in subsection (a) have been satisfied. 
SEC. 111. UNITED NATIONS COOPERATION RE-

LATING TO OIL-FOR-FOOD INVES-
TIGATION. 

The President shall direct the United 
States Permanent Representative to the 
United Nations to make efforts to ensure 
that the United Nations provides all appro-
priate and necessary information to the rel-
evant law enforcement authority of a Mem-
ber State relating to a prosecution initiated 
by such authority regarding the oil-for-food 
program of the United Nations and that the 
United Nations waives immunity regarding 

any official charged with a serious criminal 
offense under such prosecution. 

TITLE II—HUMAN RIGHTS AND THE 
ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL COUNCIL 

SEC. 201. HUMAN RIGHTS. 
(a) STATEMENT OF POLICY.—It shall be the 

policy of the United States to use its voice, 
vote, and influence at the United Nations to 
ensure that a credible and respectable 
Human Rights Council or other human 
rights body is established within the United 
Nations whose participating Member States 
uphold the values embodied in the Universal 
Declaration of Human Rights. 

(b) HUMAN RIGHTS REFORMS AT THE UNITED 
NATIONS.—The President shall direct the 
United States Permanent Representative to 
the United Nations to seek to ensure that 
the following human rights reforms have 
been adopted by the United Nations: 

(1) A Member State that fails to uphold the 
values embodied in the Universal Declara-
tion of Human Rights shall be ineligible for 
membership on any United Nations human 
rights body. 

(2) A Member State that is subject to sanc-
tions by the Security Council or under a Se-
curity Council-mandated investigation for 
human rights abuses shall be ineligible for 
membership on any United Nations human 
rights body. 

(3) A Member State that is subject to a 
country specific resolution relating to 
human rights abuses perpetrated in that 
country by the government of that country 
that has been adopted, within the preceding 
3-year period, by a United Nations or re-
gional organization that has competence re-
garding such matters shall be ineligible for 
membership on any United Nations human 
rights body. For purposes of this paragraph, 
a country specific resolution shall not in-
clude consensus resolutions on advisory serv-
ices. 

(4) A Member State that violates the prin-
ciples of a United Nations human rights body 
to which it aspires to join shall be ineligible 
for membership on such body. 

(5) No human rights body has a standing 
agenda item that only relates to one country 
or one region. 

(c) CERTIFICATION.—In accordance with sec-
tion 601, a certification shall be required 
that certifies that the human rights reforms 
described under subsection (b) have been 
adopted by the United Nations. 

(d) PREVENTION OF ABUSE OF ‘‘NO ACTION’’ 
MOTIONS.—The United States Permanent 
Representative to the United Nations shall 
work to prevent abuse of ‘‘no action’’ mo-
tions, particularly as such motions relate to 
country specific resolutions. 

(e) OFFICE OF THE UNITED NATIONS HIGH 
COMMISSIONER FOR HUMAN RIGHTS.—

(1) STATEMENT OF POLICY.—It shall be the 
policy of the United States to continue to 
strongly support the Office of the United Na-
tions High Commissioner for Human Rights. 

(2) CERTIFICATION.—In accordance with sec-
tion 601, a certification shall be required 
that certifies that the Office of the United 
Nations High Commissioner for Human 
Rights has been given greater authority in 
field operation activities, such as in the 
Darfur region of Sudan and in the Demo-
cratic Republic of the Congo, in furtherance 
of the purpose and mission of the United Na-
tions.
SEC. 202. ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL COUNCIL 

(ECOSOC). 
(a) STATEMENT OF POLICY.—It shall be the 

policy of the United States to use its voice, 
vote, and influence at the United Nations 
to—

(1) abolish secret voting in the Economic 
and Social Council (ECOSOC); 

(2) ensure that, until such time as the 
Commission on Human Rights of the United 

Nations is abolished, only countries that are 
not ineligible for membership on a human 
rights body in accordance with paragraph (1) 
through (4) of section 201(b) shall be consid-
ered for membership on the Commission on 
Human Rights; and 

(3) ensure that after candidate countries 
are nominated for membership on the Com-
mission on Human Rights, the Economic and 
Social Council conducts a recorded vote to 
determine such membership. 

(b) CERTIFICATION.—In accordance with sec-
tion 601, a certification shall be required 
that certifies that the policies described in 
subsection (a) have been implemented. 
SEC. 203. INTERNATIONAL RESPONSIBILITY TO 

PROTECT. 
(a) FINDINGS.—The situation in Darfur, 

Sudan, declared to be genocide by the U.S. 
House of Representatives in H.Con.Res. 467 
(adopted on July 27, 2004), demonstrates the 
need for an internationally agreed frame-
work for effective action to prevent genocide 
or other crimes against humanity that 
threaten a large scale loss of life. 

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of 
the Congress that the United States and 
other members of the international commu-
nity should endorse the Secretary General’s 
initiative described in his report entitled ‘‘In 
larger freedom: towards development, secu-
rity and human rights for all’’ to require 
that—

(1) the government of every country has 
the responsibility to protect its civilian pop-
ulation from genocide, ethnic cleansing, or 
crimes against humanity; and 

(2) in the case of a government that is un-
willing or unable to do carry out its respon-
sibility under paragraph (1) in the face of 
such gross violations of internationally rec-
ognized human rights, members of the inter-
national community must use diplomatic, 
humanitarian, and other necessary means to 
help protect civilian populations and save 
lives. 

TITLE III—INTERNATIONAL ATOMIC 
ENERGY AGENCY 

SEC. 301. INTERNATIONAL ATOMIC ENERGY 
AGENCY. 

(a) ENFORCEMENT AND COMPLIANCE.—
(1) OFFICE OF COMPLIANCE.—
(A) ESTABLISHMENT.—The President shall 

direct the United States Permanent Rep-
resentative to International Atomic Energy 
Agency (IAEA) to use the voice, vote, and in-
fluence of the United States at the IAEA to 
establish an Office of Compliance in the Sec-
retariat of the IAEA under the direction of 
the Deputy Director General for Safeguards. 

(B) OPERATION.—The Office of Compliance 
shall—

(i) function as an independent body com-
posed of technical experts who shall work in 
consultation with IAEA inspectors to assess 
compliance by IAEA Member States and pro-
vide recommendations to the IAEA Board of 
Governors concerning penalties to be im-
posed on IAEA Member States that fail to 
fulfill their obligations under IAEA Board 
resolutions; 

(ii) base its assessments and recommenda-
tions on IAEA inspection reports; and 

(iii) take into consideration information 
provided by IAEA Board Members that are 
among the five nuclear weapons states as 
recognized by the Treaty on the Non-Pro-
liferation of Nuclear Weapons (21 UST 483) 
(commonly referred to as the ‘‘Nuclear Non-
Proliferation Treaty’’ or the ‘‘NPT’’). 

(C) STAFFING.—The Office of Compliance 
shall be staffed from existing personnel in 
the Department of Safeguards of the IAEA or 
the Department of Nuclear Safety and Secu-
rity of the IAEA. 

(D) OPERATION.—The Office of Compliance 
shall operate in consultation with IAEA in-
spectors and enforcement actions shall be 
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based on inspection reports, IAEA Board of 
Governors resolutions, Director General re-
ports, and shall take into consideration in-
formation provided by IAEA Board Members 
that are among the five nuclear weapons 
states as recognized by the Treaty on the 
Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons. 

(2) SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON SAFEGUARDS AND 
VERIFICATION.—

(A) ESTABLISHMENT.—The President shall 
direct the United States Permanent Rep-
resentative to the IAEA to use the voice, 
vote, and influence of the United States at 
the IAEA to establish a Special Committee 
on Safeguards and Verification. 

(B) RESPONSIBILITIES.—The Special Com-
mittee shall—

(i) improve the ability of the IAEA to mon-
itor and enforce compliance by Member 
States of the IAEA with the Nuclear Non-
Proliferation Treaty and the Statute of the 
International Atomic Energy Agency; and 

(ii) consider which additional measures are 
necessary to enhance the ability of the 
IAEA, beyond the verification mechanisms 
and authorities contained in the Additional 
Protocol to the Safeguards Agreements be-
tween the IAEA and Member States of the 
IAEA, to detect with a high degree of con-
fidence undeclared nuclear activities by a 
Member State. 

(3) PENALTIES WIT RESPECT TO THE IAEA.—
(A) IN GENERAL.—The President shall di-

rect the United States Permanent Rep-
resentative to the IAEA to use the voice, 
vote, and influence of the United States at 
the IAEA to ensure that a Member State of 
the IAEA that is under investigation for a 
breach of or noncompliance with its IAEA 
obligations or the purposes and principles of 
the Charter of the United Nations has its 
IAEA privileges suspended, including—

(i) limiting its ability to vote on its case; 
(ii) being prevented from receiving any 

technical assistance; and 
(iii) being prevented from hosting meet-

ings. 
(B) TERMINATION OF PENALTIES.—The pen-

alties specified under subparagraph (A) shall 
be terminated when the investigation is con-
cluded and the Member State is no longer in 
such breach or noncompliance. 

(4) PENALTIES WITH RESPECT TO THE NU-
CLEAR NONPROLIFERATION TREATY.—The 
President shall direct the United States Per-
manent Representative to the IAEA to use 
the voice, vote, and influence of the United 
States at the IAEA to ensure that a Member 
State of the IAEA that is found to be in 
breach of, in noncompliance with, or has 
withdrawn from the Nuclear Nonprolifera-
tion Treaty shall return to the IAEA all nu-
clear materials and technology received 
from the IAEA, any Member State of the 
IAEA, or any Member State of the Nuclear 
Nonproliferation Treaty. 

(b) UNITED STATES CONTRIBUTIONS.—
(1) VOLUNTARY CONTRIBUTIONS.—Voluntary 

contributions of the United States to the 
IAEA may only be used to fund activities re-
lating to Nuclear Safety and Security or ac-
tivities relating to Nuclear Verification. 

(2) LIMITATION ON USE OF FUNDS.—The 
President shall direct the United States Per-
manent Representative to the IAEA to use 
the voice, vote, and influence of the United 
States at the IAEA to—

(A) ensure that funds for safeguards inspec-
tions are used giving first priority to address 
countries that are initiating or developing 
nuclear activities; and 

(B) block the allocation of funds for any 
other IAEA development, environmental, or 
nuclear science assistance or activity to a 
country—

(i) the government of which the Secretary 
of State has determined—

(I) for purposes of section 6(j) of the Export 
Administration Act of 1979, section 620A of 
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, section 40 
of the Arms Export Control Act, or other 
provision of law, is a government that has 
repeatedly provided support for acts of inter-
national terrorism; and 

(II) has not dismantled and surrendered its 
weapons of mass destruction under inter-
national verification; 

(ii) that is under investigation for a breach 
of or noncompliance with its IAEA obliga-
tions or the purposes and principles of the 
Charter of the United Nations; or 

(iii) that is in violation of its IAEA obliga-
tions or the purposes and principles of the 
Charter of the United Nations. 

(3) DETAIL OF EXPENDITURES.—The Presi-
dent shall direct the United States Perma-
nent Representative to the IAEA to use the 
voice, vote, and influence of the United 
States at the IAEA to secure, as part of the 
regular budget presentation of the IAEA to 
Member States of the IAEA, a detailed 
breakdown by country of expenditures of the 
IAEA for safeguards inspections and nuclear 
security activities. 

(c) MEMBERSHIP.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The President shall direct 

the United States Permanent Representative 
to the IAEA to use the voice, vote, and influ-
ence of the United States at the IAEA to 
block the membership on the Board of Gov-
ernors of the IAEA of a Member State of the 
IAEA that has not signed and ratified the 
IAEA Additional Protocol and—

(A) is under investigation for a breach of, 
or noncompliance with, its IAEA obligations 
or the purposes and principles of the Charter 
of the United Nations; or 

(B) is in violation of its IAEA obligations 
or the purposes and principles of the Charter 
of the United Nations. 

(2) CRITERIA.—The United States Perma-
nent Representative to the IAEA shall make 
every effort to modify the criteria for Board 
membership to reflect the principles de-
scribed in paragraph (1). 

(d) NUCLEAR PROGRAM OF IRAN.—
(1) UNITED STATES ACTION.—The President 

shall direct the United States Permanent 
Representative to the IAEA to use the voice, 
vote, and influence of the United States at 
the IAEA to make every effort to ensure the 
adoption of a resolution by the IAEA Board 
of Governors that makes Iran ineligible to 
receive any nuclear material, technology, 
equipment, or assistance from any IAEA 
Member State and ineligible for any IAEA 
assistance not related to safeguards inspec-
tions or nuclear security until the IAEA 
Board of Governors determines that Iran—

(A) is providing full access to IAEA inspec-
tors to its nuclear-related facilities; 

(B) has fully implemented and is in compli-
ance with the Additional Protocol; and 

(C) has permanently ceased and dismantled 
all activities and programs related to nu-
clear-enrichment and reprocessing. 

(2) PENALTIES.—If an IAEA Member State 
is determined to have violated the prohibi-
tion on assistance to Iran described in para-
graph (1) before the IAEA Board of Gov-
ernors determines that Iran has satisfied the 
conditions described in subparagraphs (A) 
through (C) of such paragraph, such Member 
State shall be subject to the penalties de-
scribed in section 301(a)(3), shall be ineligible 
to receive nuclear material, technology, 
equipment, or assistance from any IAEA 
Member State, and shall be ineligible to re-
ceive any IAEA assistance not related to 
safeguards inspections or nuclear security 
until such time as the IAEA Board of Gov-
ernors makes such determination with re-
spect to Iran. 

(e) REPORT.—Not later than six months 
after the date of the enactment of this Act 

and annually thereafter for the succeeding 2-
year period, the President shall submit to 
the appropriate congressional committees a 
report on the implementation of this section. 
SEC. 302. SENSE OF CONGRESS REGARDING THE 

NUCLEAR SECURITY ACTION PLAN 
OF THE IAEA. 

It is the sense of Congress that the na-
tional security interests of the United States 
are enhanced by the Nuclear Security Action 
Plan of the IAEA and the Board of Governors 
of the IAEA should recommend, and the Gen-
eral Conference of the IAEA should adopt, a 
resolution incorporating the Nuclear Secu-
rity Action Plan into the regular budget of 
the IAEA. 

TITLE IV—PEACEKEEPING 
SEC. 401. SENSE OF CONGRESS REGARDING RE-

FORM OF UNITED NATIONS PEACE-
KEEPING OPERATIONS. 

It is the sense of Congress that—
(1) although United Nations peacekeeping 

operations have contributed greatly toward 
the promotion of peace and stability for the 
past 57 years, and the majority of peace-
keeping personnel who have served under the 
United Nations flag have done so with honor 
and courage, the record of United Nations 
peacekeeping has been severely tarnished by 
operational failures and unconscionable acts 
of misconduct; and 

(2) if the reputation of and confidence in 
United Nations peacekeeping operations is to 
be restored, fundamental and far-reaching 
reforms, particularly in the areas of plan-
ning, management, training, conduct, and 
discipline, must be implemented without 
delay. 
SEC. 402. STATEMENT OF POLICY RELATING TO 

REFORM OF UNITED NATIONS 
PEACEKEEPING OPERATIONS. 

It shall be the policy of the United States 
to pursue reform of United Nations peace-
keeping operations in the following areas: 

(1) PLANNING AND MANAGEMENT.—
(A) GLOBAL AUDIT.—As the size, cost, and 

number of United Nations peacekeeping op-
erations have increased substantially over 
the past decade, an independent audit of 
each such operation, with a view toward 
‘‘right-sizing’’ operations and ensuring that 
such operations are cost effective, should be 
conducted and its findings reported to the 
Security Council. 

(B) REVIEW OF MANDATES AND CLOSING OP-
ERATIONS.—In conjunction with the audit de-
scribed in subparagraph (A), the United Na-
tions Department of Peacekeeping Oper-
ations should conduct a comprehensive re-
view of all United Nations peacekeeping op-
eration mandates, with a view toward identi-
fying objectives that are practical and 
achievable, and report its findings to the Se-
curity Council. In particular, the review 
should consider the following: 

(i) Activities that fall beyond the scope of 
traditional peacekeeping activities should be 
delegated to a new Peacebuilding Commis-
sion, described in paragraph (3). 

(ii) Long-standing operations that are stat-
ic and cannot fulfill their mandate should be 
downsized or closed. 

(iii) If there is legitimate concern that the 
withdrawal from a country of an otherwise 
static United Nations peacekeeping oper-
ation would result in the resumption of 
major conflict, a burden-sharing arrange-
ment that reduces the level of assessed con-
tributions, similar to that currently sup-
porting the United Nations Peacekeeping 
Force in Cyprus, should be explored and in-
stituted. 

(C) LEADERSHIP.—As peacekeeping oper-
ations become larger and increasingly com-
plex, the Secretariat should adopt a min-
imum standard of qualifications for senior 
leaders and managers, with particular em-
phasis on specific skills and experience, and 
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current senior leaders and managers who do 
not meet those standards should be removed 
or reassigned. 

(D) PRE-DEPLOYMENT TRAINING.—Pre-de-
ployment training on interpretation of the 
mandate of the operation, specifically in the 
areas of force, civilian protection, field con-
ditions, the Code of Conduct described in 
paragraph (2)(A), HIV/AIDS, gender, and 
human rights issues should be mandatory, 
and all personnel, regardless of category or 
rank, should be required to sign an oath that 
each has received and understands such 
training as a condition of participation in 
the operation. 

(2) CONDUCT AND DISCIPLINE.—
(A) ADOPTION OF A UNIFORM CODE OF CON-

DUCT.—A single, uniform Code of Conduct 
that has the status of a binding rule and ap-
plies equally to all personnel serving in 
United Nations peacekeeping operations, re-
gardless of category or rank, should be pro-
mulgated, adopted, and enforced. 

(B) UNDERSTANDING THE CODE OF CONDUCT.—
All personnel, regardless of category or rank, 
should receive training on the Code of Con-
duct prior to deployment with a peace-
keeping operation, in addition to periodic 
follow-on training. In particular—

(i) all personnel, regardless of category or 
rank, should be provided with a personal 
copy of the Code of Conduct that has been 
translated into the national language of such 
personnel, regardless of whether such lan-
guage is an official language of the United 
Nations; 

(ii) all personnel, regardless of category or 
rank, should sign an oath that each has re-
ceived a copy of the Code of Conduct, that 
each pledges to abide by the Code of Con-
duct, and that each understands the con-
sequences of violating the Code of Conduct 
as a condition of appointment to such oper-
ation, including immediate termination of 
the participation of such personnel in the 
peacekeeping operation to which such per-
sonnel is assigned; and 

(iii) peacekeeping operations should con-
duct educational outreach programs within 
communities hosting such operations, in-
cluding explaining prohibited acts on the 
part of United Nations peacekeeping per-
sonnel and identifying the individual to 
whom the local population may direct com-
plaints or file allegations of exploitation, 
abuse, or other acts of misconduct. 

(C) MONITORING MECHANISMS.—Dedicated 
monitoring mechanisms, such as the per-
sonnel conduct units deployed to support 
United Nations peacekeeping operations in 
Haiti, Liberia, Burundi, and the Democratic 
Republic of Congo, should be present in each 
operation to monitor compliance with the 
Code of Conduct, and—

(i) should report simultaneously to the 
Head of Mission, the United Nations Depart-
ment of Peacekeeping Operations, and the 
Associate Director of OIOS for Peacekeeping 
Operations (established under section 
104(b)(9)); and 

(ii) should be tasked with designing and 
implementing mission-specific measures to 
prevent misconduct, conduct follow-on train-
ing for personnel, coordinate community 
outreach programs, and assist in investiga-
tions, as OIOS determines necessary and ap-
propriate. 

(D) INVESTIGATIONS.—A permanent, profes-
sional, and independent investigative body 
should be established and introduced into 
United Nations peacekeeping operations. In 
particular—

(i) the investigative body should include 
professionals with experience in inves-
tigating sex crimes, as well as experts who 
can provide guidance on standards of proof 
and evidentiary requirements necessary for 
any subsequent legal action; 

(ii) provisions should be included in a 
Model Memorandum of Understanding that 
obligate each Member State that contributes 
troops to a peacekeeping operation to des-
ignate a military prosecutor who will par-
ticipate in any investigation into an allega-
tion of misconduct brought against an indi-
vidual of that Member State, so that evi-
dence is collected and preserved in a manner 
consistent with the military law of that 
Member State; 

(iii) the investigative body should be re-
gionally based to ensure rapid deployment 
and should be equipped with modern 
forensics equipment for the purpose of posi-
tively identifying perpetrators and, where 
necessary, for determining paternity; and 

(iv) the investigative body should report 
directly to the Associate Director of OIOS 
for Peacekeeping Operations, while pro-
viding copies of any reports to the Depart-
ment of Peacekeeping Operations, the Head 
of Mission, and the Member State concerned. 

(E) FOLLOW-UP.—A dedicated unit, similar 
to the personnel conduct units, staffed and 
funded through existing resources, should be 
established within the headquarters of the 
United Nations Department of Peacekeeping 
Operations and tasked with—

(i) promulgating measures to prevent mis-
conduct; 

(ii) coordinating allegations of misconduct, 
and reports received by field personnel; and 

(iii) gathering follow-up information on 
completed investigations, particularly by fo-
cusing on disciplinary actions against the in-
dividual concerned taken by the United Na-
tions or by the Member State that is con-
tributing troops to which the individual be-
longs, and sharing that information with the 
Security Council, the Head of Mission, and 
the community hosting the peacekeeping op-
eration. 

(F) FINANCIAL LIABILITY AND VICTIMS AS-
SISTANCE.—Although peacekeeping oper-
ations should provide immediate medical as-
sistance to victims of sexual abuse or exploi-
tation, the responsibility for providing 
longer-term treatment, care, or restitution 
lies solely with the individual found guilty of 
the misconduct. In particular, the following 
reforms should be implemented: 

(i) The United Nations should not assume 
responsibility for providing long-term treat-
ment or compensation by creating a ‘‘Vic-
tims Trust Fund’’, or any other such similar 
fund, financed through assessed contribu-
tions to United Nations peacekeeping oper-
ations, thereby shielding individuals from 
personal liability and reinforcing an atmos-
phere of impunity. 

(ii) If an individual responsible for mis-
conduct has been repatriated, reassigned, re-
deployed, or is otherwise unable to provide 
assistance, responsibility for providing as-
sistance to a victim should be assigned to 
the Member State that contributed the 
troops to which the individual belonged or to 
the manager concerned. 

(iii) In the case of misconduct by a member 
of a military contingent, appropriate funds 
should be withheld from the troop-contrib-
uting country concerned. 

(iv) In the case of misconduct by a civilian 
employee or contractor of the United Na-
tions, appropriate wages should be garnished 
from such individual or fines should be im-
posed against such individual, consistent 
with existing United Nations Staff Rules. 

(G) MANAGERS AND COMMANDERS.—The 
manner in which managers and commanders 
handle cases of misconduct by those serving 
under them should be included in their indi-
vidual performance evaluations, so that 
managers and commanders who take deci-
sive action to deter and address misconduct 
are rewarded, while those who create a per-
missive environment or impede investiga-

tions are penalized or relieved of duty, as ap-
propriate. 

(H) DATA BASE.—A centralized data base 
should be created and maintained within the 
United Nations Department of Peacekeeping 
Operations to track cases of misconduct, in-
cluding the outcome of investigations and 
subsequent prosecutions, to ensure that per-
sonnel who have engaged in misconduct or 
other criminal activities, regardless of cat-
egory or rank, are permanently barred from 
participation in future peacekeeping oper-
ations. 

(I) WELFARE.—Peacekeeping operations 
should assume responsibility for maintain-
ing a minimum standard of welfare for mis-
sion personnel to ameliorate conditions of 
service, while adjustments are made to the 
discretionary welfare payments currently 
provided to Member States that contribute 
troops to offset the cost of operation-pro-
vided recreational facilities. 

(3) PEACEBUILDING COMMISSION.—
(A) ESTABLISHMENT.—Consistent with the 

recommendations of the Report of the Sec-
retary General’s High Level Panel on 
Threats, Challenges, and Change, the United 
Nations should establish a Peacebuilding 
Commission, supported by a Peacebuilding 
Support Office, to marshal the efforts of the 
United Nations, international financial insti-
tutions, donors, and non-governmental orga-
nizations to assist countries in transition 
from war to peace. 

(B) STRUCTURE AND MEMBERSHIP.—The 
Commission should—

(i) be a subsidiary body of the United Na-
tions Security Council, limited in size to en-
sure efficiency; 

(ii) include members of the United Nations 
Security Council, major donors, and Member 
States that contribute troops, appropriate 
United Nations organizations, the World 
Bank, and the International Monetary Fund; 
and 

(iii) invite the President of ECOSOC, re-
gional actors, Member States that con-
tribute troops, regional development banks, 
and other concerned parties that are not al-
ready members, as determined appropriate, 
to consult or participate in meetings as ob-
servers. 

(C) RESPONSIBILITIES.—The Commission 
should seek to ease the demands currently 
placed upon the Department of Peacekeeping 
Operations to undertake tasks that fall be-
yond the scope of traditional peacekeeping, 
by—

(i) developing and integrating country-spe-
cific and system-wide conflict prevention, 
post-conflict reconstruction, and long-term 
development policies and strategies; and 

(ii) serving as the key coordinating body 
for the design and implementation of mili-
tary, humanitarian, and civil administration 
aspects of complex missions. 

(D) RESOURCES.—The establishment of the 
Peacebuilding Commission and the related 
Peacebuilding Support Office should be 
staffed with existing resources. 
SEC. 403. CERTIFICATION. 

(a) NEW OR EXPANDED PEACEKEEPING OPER-
ATIONS CONTINGENT UPON PRESIDENTIAL CER-
TIFICATION OF PEACEKEEPING OPERATIONS RE-
FORMS.—

(1) NO NEW OR EXPANDED PEACEKEEPING OP-
ERATIONS.—Beginning on January 1, 2007, and 
until the Secretary certifies that the re-
quirements described in paragraph (2) have 
been satisfied, the President shall direct the 
United States Permanent Representative to 
the United Nations use the voice, vote, and 
influence of the United States at the United 
Nations to oppose the creation of new, or ex-
pansion of existing, United Nations peace-
keeping operations unless the Secretary cer-
tifies to the appropriate congressional com-
mittees that such creation or expansion is in 
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the national interest of the United States, 
and includes with the certification a written 
justification therefor. 

(2) CERTIFICATION OF PEACEKEEPING OPER-
ATIONS REFORMS.—The certification referred 
to in paragraph (1) is a certification made by 
the Secretary to the appropriate congres-
sional committees that the following re-
forms, or an equivalent set of reforms, re-
lated to peacekeeping operations have been 
adopted by the United Nations Department 
of Peacekeeping Operations or the General 
Assembly, as appropriate: 

(A) A single, uniform Code of Conduct that 
has the status of a binding rule and applies 
equally to all personnel serving in United 
Nations peacekeeping operations, regardless 
of category or rank, has been adopted by the 
General Assembly and mechanisms have 
been established for training such personnel 
concerning the requirements of the Code and 
enforcement of the Code. 

(B) All personnel, regardless of category or 
rank, serving in a peacekeeping operation 
have been trained concerning the require-
ments of the Code of Conduct and each has 
been given a personal copy of the Code, 
translated into the national language of such 
personnel. 

(C) All personnel, regardless of category or 
rank, are required to sign an oath that each 
has received a copy of the Code of Conduct, 
that each pledges to abide by the Code, and 
that each understands the consequences of 
violating the Code as a condition of the ap-
pointment to such operation, including the 
immediate termination of the participation 
of such personnel in the peacekeeping oper-
ation to which such personnel is assigned. 

(D) All peacekeeping operations have de-
signed and implemented educational out-
reach programs that reach local commu-
nities where peacekeeping personnel of such 
operations are based for a significant period 
of time, explaining prohibited acts on the 
part of United Nations peacekeeping per-
sonnel and identifying the individual to 
whom the local population may direct com-
plaints or file allegations of exploitation, 
abuse, or other acts of misconduct. 

(E) A centralized data base has been cre-
ated and is being maintained in the United 
Nations Department of Peacekeeping Oper-
ations that tracks cases of misconduct, in-
cluding the outcomes of investigations and 
subsequent prosecutions, to ensure that per-
sonnel, regardless of category or rank, who 
have engaged in misconduct or other crimi-
nal activities are permanently barred from 
participation in future peacekeeping oper-
ations. 

(F) A Model Memorandum of Under-
standing between the United Nations and 
each Member State that contributes troops 
to a peacekeeping operation has been adopt-
ed by the United Nations Department of 
Peacekeeping Operations that specifically 
obligates each such Member State to—

(i) designate a competent legal authority, 
preferably a prosecutor with expertise in the 
area of sexual exploitation and abuse, to par-
ticipate in any investigation into an allega-
tion of misconduct brought against an indi-
vidual of the Member State; 

(ii) refer to its competent national or mili-
tary authority for possible prosecution, if 
warranted, any investigation of a violation 
of the Code of Conduct or other criminal ac-
tivity by an individual of the Member State; 

(iii) report to the Department of Peace-
keeping Operations on the outcome of any 
such investigation; 

(iv) undertake to conduct on-site court 
martial proceedings relating to allegations 
of misconduct alleged against an individual 
of the Member State; 

(v) assume responsibility for the provision 
of appropriate assistance to a victim of mis-

conduct committed by an individual of the 
Member State; and 

(vi) establish a professional and inde-
pendent investigative and audit function 
within the United Nations Department of 
Peacekeeping Operations and the OIOS to 
monitor United Nations peacekeeping oper-
ations. 
SEC. 404. UNITED STATES CONTRIBUTIONS TO 

UNITED NATIONS PEACEKEEPING 
OPERATIONS. 

(a) 25 PERCENT LIMITATION.—Section 
404(b)(2) of the Foreign Relations Authoriza-
tion Act, Fiscal Years 1994 and 1995 (22 U.S.C. 
287e note; Public Law 103–236) is amended to 
read as follows: 

‘‘(2) FISCAL YEAR 2006 AND SUBSEQUENT FIS-
CAL YEARS.—Funds authorized to be appro-
priated for ‘Contributions for International 
Peacekeeping Activities’ for fiscal years 2006 
and 2007 shall not be available for the pay-
ment of the United States assessed contribu-
tion for a United Nations peacekeeping oper-
ation in an amount which is greater than 27.1 
percent of the total of all assessed contribu-
tions for that operation.’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by subsection (a) shall take effect and 
apply beginning on October 1, 2005. 
SEC. 405. GENOCIDE AND THE UNITED NATIONS. 

(a) UNITED STATES ACTIONS.—The Presi-
dent shall direct the United States Perma-
nent Representative to the United Nations 
to use the voice, vote, and influence of the 
United States at the United Nations to make 
every effort to ensure the formal adoption 
and implementation of mechanisms to—

(1) suspend the membership of a Member 
State in the United Nations if genocide, eth-
nic cleansing, or crimes against humanity 
are determined to be occurring in such Mem-
ber State, regardless of whether such acts 
are being committed by the government of 
such Member State or by a third party; 

(2) impose an arms and trade embargo and 
travel restrictions on, and freeze the assets 
of, all groups and individuals responsible for 
committing or allowing such acts to occur; 

(3) deploy a United Nations peacekeeping 
operation or authorize and support the de-
ployment of a peacekeeping operation from 
an international organization to the Member 
State with a mandate to stop such acts; 

(4) deploy monitors from the United Na-
tions High Commissioner for Refugees to the 
area where such acts are occurring in the 
Member State; and 

(5) authorize the establishment of an inter-
national commission of inquiry into such 
acts. 

(b) CERTIFICATION.—Unless the Secretary 
certifies that the mechanisms described in 
subsection (a) have been adopted and imple-
mented, the Secretary is authorized to with-
hold up to ten percent of United States con-
tributions to the peacekeeping budget of the 
United Nations. 
SEC. 406. RULE OF CONSTRUCTION RELATING TO 

PROTECTION OF UNITED STATES OF-
FICIALS AND MEMBERS OF THE 
ARMED FORCES. 

Nothing in this title shall be construed as 
superceding the Uniform Code of Military 
Justice or operating to effect the surrender 
of United States officials or members of the 
Armed Forces to a foreign country or inter-
national tribunal for prosecutions arising 
from peacekeeping operations or other simi-
lar United Nations related activity. 

TITLE V—DEPARTMENT OF STATE AND 
GOVERNMENT ACCOUNTABILITY OFFICE 

SEC. 501. POSITIONS FOR UNITED STATES CITI-
ZENS AT INTERNATIONAL ORGANI-
ZATIONS. 

The Secretary of State shall make every 
effort to recruit United States citizens for 
positions within international organizations. 

SEC. 502. BUDGET JUSTIFICATION FOR REGULAR 
ASSESSED BUDGET OF THE UNITED 
NATIONS. 

(a) DETAILED ITEMIZATION.—The annual 
congressional budget justification shall in-
clude a detailed itemized request in support 
of the assessed contribution of the United 
States to the regular assessed budget of the 
United Nations. 

(b) CONTENTS OF DETAILED ITEMIZATION.—
The detailed itemization required under sub-
section (a) shall—

(1) contain information relating to the 
amounts requested in support of each of the 
various sections and titles of the regular as-
sessed budget of the United Nations; and 

(2) compare the amounts requested for the 
current year with the actual or estimated 
amounts contributed by the United States in 
previous fiscal years for the same sections 
and titles. 

(c) ADJUSTMENTS AND NOTIFICATION.—If the 
United Nations proposes an adjustment to 
its regular assessed budget, the Secretary of 
State shall, at the time such adjustment is 
presented to the Advisory Committee on Ad-
ministrative and Budgetary Questions of the 
United Nations (ACABQ), notify and consult 
with the appropriate congressional commit-
tees. 
SEC. 503. REVIEW AND REPORT. 

Not later than six months after the date of 
the enactment of this Act, the Secretary of 
State shall conduct a review of programs of 
the United Nations that are funded through 
assessed contributions and submit to the ap-
propriate congressional committees a report 
containing—

(1) the findings of such review; and 
(2) recommendations relating to—
(A) the continuation of such programs; and 
(B) which of such programs should be vol-

untarily funded. 
SEC. 504. GOVERNMENT ACCOUNTABILITY OF-

FICE. 
(a) REPORT ON UNITED NATIONS REFORMS.—

Not later than 12 months after the date of 
the enactment of this Act and 12 months 
thereafter, the Comptroller General of the 
United States shall submit to the appro-
priate congressional committees a report on 
the status of the 1997, 2002, and 2005 manage-
ment reforms initiated by the Secretary 
General and on the reforms mandated by this 
Act. 

(b) REPORT ON DEPARTMENT OF STATE CER-
TIFICATIONS.—Not later than six months 
after each certification is submitted by the 
Secretary of State to the appropriate con-
gressional committees under this Act, the 
Comptroller General shall submit to the ap-
propriate congressional committees a report 
on each such certification. The Secretary 
shall provide the Comptroller General with 
any information required by the Comptroller 
General to submit any such report. 

TITLE VI—CERTIFICATIONS AND 
WITHHOLDING OF CONTRIBUTIONS 

SEC. 601. CERTIFICATIONS AND WITHHOLDING 
OF CONTRIBUTIONS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The certifications re-
quired under sections 103, 104(a) through 
104(d), 110, 201(c), 201(e), and 202 of this Act 
are certifications submitted to the appro-
priate congressional committees by the Sec-
retary of State that the requirements of 
each such section have been satisfied with 
respect to reform of the United Nations. 

(b) ALTERNATIVE CERTIFICATION MECHA-
NISM.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—In the event that the Sec-
retary is unable to make any certification 
described in subsection (a), the Secretary 
may nonetheless satisfy the requirements re-
ferred to in such certification by certifying 
that—

(A) the United Nations has implemented 
reforms that are either substantially similar 
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to or accomplish the same purposes as the 
requirements referred to in any such certifi-
cation; or 

(B) in the case of the policies described in 
subsections (a) and (c) of section 11 the 
United Nations Participation Act of 1945 (as 
amended by section 101 of this Act) or the re-
quirements of sections 201(c) and 202(b) of 
this Act, substantial progress has been made 
in implementing such policies or require-
ments. 

(2) DEFINITIONS.—For the purposes of this 
subsection, reforms are ‘‘substantially simi-
lar to or accomplish the same purposes as’’ if 
the reforms are—

(A) formally adopted by the organ or com-
mittee of the United Nations that has au-
thority to take such action or are issued by 
the Secretariat or the appropriate entity or 
committee in written form; and 

(B) are not identical to the measures re-
quired by a particular certification but in 
the judgment of the Secretary will have the 
same or nearly the same effect as such meas-
ures. 

(3) WRITTEN JUSTIFICATION AND CONSULTA-
TION.—

(A) WRITTEN JUSTIFICATION.—Not later 
than 30 days before submitting an alternate 
certification in accordance with paragraph 
(1), the Secretary shall submit to the appro-
priate congressional committees a written 
justification explaining in detail the basis 
for such alternate certification. 

(B) CONSULTATION.—After the Secretary 
has submitted the written justification 
under subparagraph (A), but not later than 15 
days before the Secretary exercises the al-
ternate certification mechanism described in 
clause (i), the Secretary shall consult with 
the appropriate congressional committees 
regarding such exercise. 

(c) WITHHOLDING OF UNITED STATES CON-
TRIBUTIONS TO REGULAR ASSESSED BUDGET OF 
THE UNITED NATIONS.—If the Secretary is un-
able to make one or more of the certifi-
cations described in subsection (a) or (b), the 
Secretary is authorized to withhold from ex-
penditure until such time as the Secretary 
deems appropriate up to 50 percent of the 
contribution of the United States to the reg-
ular assessed budget of the United Nations 
for a biennial period, beginning with funds 
appropriated for the United States Assessed 
contribution for fiscal year 2008. 

(d) CONSULTATION ON PROGRESS OF RE-
FORMS.—Beginning six months after the date 
of the enactment of this Act, and every three 
months thereafter until all the certifications 
under subsection (a) and (b) are made, the 
Secretary shall consult with the appropriate 
congressional committees regarding the 
progress in adoption and implementation of 
the reforms described in this Act. 

(e) DURATION OF FUNDS.—
(1) ASSESSED CONTRIBUTIONS TO THE U.N.—

Any amounts of funds appropriated for the 
United States assessed contribution to the 
United Nations that are withheld under sub-
section (c) are authorized to remain avail-
able until expended in fiscal years after the 
fiscal year in which all certifications are 
made under subsections (a) and (b). 

(2) ASSESSED CONTRIBUTIONS TO SPECIALIZED 
AGENCIES.—Any amounts of funds appro-
priated for the United States assessed con-
tribution to a specialized agency that are 
withheld under section 107(d) are authorized 
to remain available until expended in fiscal 
years after the fiscal year in which the Sec-
retary makes the certification with respect 
to the policy or policies described in section 
107 by reason of which the funds were with-
held. 

(f) BIENNIAL REVIEWS.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall con-

duct biennial reviews, beginning two years 
after the date on which the Secretary sub-

mits the last of the certifications under sub-
sections (a) and (b), to determine if the 
United Nations continues to remain in com-
pliance with all such certifications. Not later 
than 30 days after the completion of each 
such review, the Secretary shall submit to 
the appropriate congressional committees a 
report containing the findings of each such 
review. 

(2) ACTION.—If during the course of any 
such review the Secretary determines that 
the United Nations has failed to remain in 
compliance with a certification that was 
submitted in accordance with subsection (a), 
the Secretary is authorized to exercise the 
authority described in subsection (c) with re-
spect to the biennial period immediately fol-
lowing such review and subsequent biennial 
periods until such time as all certifications 
under subsection (a) or (b) have been sub-
mitted. 
SEC. 602. DIPLOMATIC CAMPAIGN TO ACHIEVE 

REFORM. 
(a) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of 

the Congress that in order to achieve the re-
forms required by this Act, the President 
must undertake an extensive diplomatic 
campaign, in combination with like-minded 
countries at the United Nations to achieve 
those reforms, including acting through the 
United States Permanent Representative to 
the United Nations to use its voice, vote and 
influence at the United Nations and direct 
diplomatic intervention at the highest levels 
of government in Member States. 

(b) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—Sixty days be-
fore exercising the authority to withhold 
funds under section 601(c), the Secretary 
shall consult with the appropriate congres-
sional committees and submit a report on 
how the exercise of such authority will fur-
ther the purposes of this Act. 

(c) CONTENT OF REPORT.—The report re-
quired by subsection (b) shall include—

(1) a description of efforts by the United 
States to achieve the reforms required by 
this Act to date; 

(2) an analysis of why reforms sought by 
the United States have not been achieved; 
and 

(3) an explanation of how United States 
policy will be furthered by conditioning or 
withholding funds for assessed contributions 
to the United Nations, as well as an analysis 
of how withholding such funds are expected 
to affect programs, operations, staff, and re-
forms of the United Nations and United 
States interests. 
TITLE VII—UNITED NATIONS RENEWAL 

AND TOOLS TO FULLY IMPLEMENT 
UNITED NATIONS REFORM 

SEC. 701. SYNCHRONIZATION OF U.S. ASSESSED 
CONTRIBUTIONS TO INTER-
NATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS. 

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress makes the fol-
lowing findings: 

(1) In the early 1980s, the United States 
Government began to pay United States as-
sessments to certain international organiza-
tions in the last quarter of the calendar year 
in which they were due. This practice al-
lowed the United States to pay its annual as-
sessment to the United Nations and other 
international organizations with the next 
fiscal year’s appropriations, taking advan-
tage of the fact that international organiza-
tions operate on calendar years. It also al-
lowed the United States to reduce budgetary 
outlays, making the United States budget 
deficit appear smaller. 

(2) The United States, which is assessed 22 
percent of the United Nations regular budg-
et, now pays its dues at least 10 months late, 
and often later depending on when the rel-
evant appropriation is enacted. 

(3) This practice causes the United Nations 
to operate throughout much of the year 

without a significant portion of its operating 
budget. By midyear, the budget is usually 
depleted, forcing the United Nations to bor-
row from its peacekeeping budget, since the 
organization is prohibited from borrowing 
externally. As a result, countries that con-
tribute to United Nations peacekeeping mis-
sions are not reimbursed on a timely basis. 

(4) For years, continuing this practice is 
inconsistent with the purposes of this Act to 
encourage the United Nations to engage in 
sound, fiscally responsible budgetary prac-
tices. 

(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
Beginning in the fiscal year in which all cer-
tifications under subsection (a) and (b) of 
section 601 have been made, the following 
amounts are authorized to be appropriated 
to a process to synchronize the payment of 
its assessments to the United Nations and 
other international organizations over a 
multiyear period so that the United States 
can resume paying its dues to such inter-
national organizations at the beginning of 
each calendar year: 

(1) For the fiscal year after all such certifi-
cations have been made, $150,000,000. 

(2) For the second year after all such cer-
tifications have been made, $150,000,000., 

(3) For the third year after all such certifi-
cations have been made, $150,000,000. 
SEC. 702. INCREASED FUNDING FOR UNITED 

STATES ASSESSED CONTRIBUTION 
TO THE UNITED NATIONS TO SUP-
PORT REFORM EFFORTS. 

It is the sense of the Congress that the 
United States should support an increase in 
the 2006–2007 United Nations biennium budg-
et and future United Nations budgets to sup-
port the creation of new offices or institu-
tions and the strengthening of existing of-
fices in order to fully implement the reforms 
required by this Act. 
SEC. 703. BUYOUT OF UNITED NATIONS PER-

SONNEL. 
It is the sense of the Congress that the 

United States should support an increase in 
the appropriate United Nations biennium 
budget to fund a buyout of United Nations 
personnel to the extent that the buyout is a 
targeted buyout of personnel that do not 
have the skills necessary for the United Na-
tions in the 21st century. 
SEC. 704. UNITED NATIONS DEMOCRACY FUND. 

There is authorized for fiscal year 2006 for 
a voluntary contribution to the United Na-
tions International Democracy Fund 
$10,000,000. 
SEC. 705. UNITED STATES PERSONNEL TO INTER-

NATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS. 
The President is authorized to detail any 

United States Government officer or em-
ployee to the United Nations on a non-
reimbursable basis for up to three years to 
assist in the implementation of the reforms 
described in this Act, including providing for 
any necessary housing, education, cost-of-
living allowances, or other allowances au-
thorized under the Foreign Service Act the 
United Nations Participation Act of 1945. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 319, the gentleman 
from California (Mr. LANTOS) and a 
Member opposed each will control 15 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from California (Mr. LANTOS). 

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, at the outset, let me 
thank all Members of the House for a 
singularly civilized, substantive, and I 
believe informative debate. I particu-
larly want to thank my dear friend, the 
chairman of the Committee on Inter-
national Relations, with whom I have 
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had the privilege of serving now for 
some 25 years, and with whom I have 
had the privilege of sharing the leader-
ship of the Committee on International 
Relations for the past 5 years. 

Mr. Chairman, the bipartisan sub-
stitute offered by me and my distin-
guished Republican colleague, the gen-
tleman from Connecticut (Mr. SHAYS), 
is a rational and logical proposal to 
promote U.N. reform while giving the 
Secretary of State sufficient flexibility 
to do her job. With our substitute 
amendment, we align ourselves strong-
ly on U.N. reform issues with our Na-
tion’s foreign policy leadership, includ-
ing Secretary of State Rice and eight 
former U.S. Ambassadors to the United 
Nations, including a former distin-
guished Republican Senator, John Dan-
forth, and the revered Ambassador 
Jeane Kirkpatrick. 

We are fighting to ensure that the 
United States is better armed to pro-
pose serious U.N. reform and not forced 
to cut off funds to the United Nations 
in an arbitrary manner that is counter-
productive to our national interest. 

Mr. Chairman, our amendment ad-
dresses four primary deficiencies, fatal 
deficiencies, in the Hyde bill. First, our 
substitute does not sever the link be-
tween achieving U.N. reform bench-
marks and the possibility of with-
holding half of our U.N. dues, which is 
the Hyde proposal. Rather, though the 
benchmarks are the same as in the un-
derlying bill, the Lantos-Shays amend-
ment would give Secretary Rice the au-
thority to withhold up to 50 percent of 
our U.N. dues, not mandate such a cut. 

This is the fundamental distinction 
between the Hyde and the Lantos bills, 
and I want to reiterate it so every 
Member of the House will be clear on 
what they are voting on. The Hyde bill 
is a guillotine on autopilot, while our 
bill gives desperately needed discretion 
to Secretary of State Rice. 

Secondly, Mr. Chairman, the Hyde 
bill would prohibit the United States 
from supporting any new U.N. peace-
keeping mission unless a far-reaching 
set of peacekeeping reforms is adopted. 
My substitute keeps these reforms, but 
provides Secretary Rice with a waiver 
in the event that a new mission is re-
quired, such as preventing genocide. 

I want to repeat this, too, Mr. Chair-
man. The Hyde bill would prevent a 
U.N. peacekeeping mission to prevent 
genocide in an automatic, rigid, non-
negotiable and arbitrary fashion. The 
Lantos-Shays substitute provides our 
Secretary of State the authority to 
waive that restriction. 

Our substitute also ensures that we 
do not withhold funds from the United 
Nations when it is separate specialized 
agencies, such as the World Intellec-
tual Property Organization or others, 
which have failed to make necessary 
reforms. It is a non sequitur, it is fun-
damentally flawed logic to hold the 
U.N. accountable for shortcomings of 
organizations that the United Nations 
does not control. It boggles the mind 
that we would penalize the U.N. for the 

failure of an agency that the U.N. does 
not control instituting necessary re-
forms. 

Our amendment also incorporates a 
number of the amendments that have 
been adopted in this 2-day debate on 
anti-Semitism, the Oil-for-Food scan-
dal, nonproliferation and others. 

Mr. Chairman, there are touches of a 
Greek tragedy as we move towards the 
vote. Many of my Republican friends 
would like to vote for the Lantos sub-
stitute because they recognize the wis-
dom of flexibility to be given to our 
Secretary of State. I find myself in the 
delicious but unaccustomed position of 
having the support of the White House, 
the Secretary of State of a Republican 
administration, eight former Ambas-
sadors to the United Nations, a united 
front on the Democratic side, and a 
handful of bold Republicans who are 
prepared to break party discipline and 
vote for what is in our national inter-
est.

b 1245 

Newt Gingrich, who has been referred 
to repeatedly, clearly does not favor 
the rigid and automatic requirement in 
the chairman’s bill. He favors our ini-
tiative, as do I. 

I stand shoulder to shoulder with the 
chairman in calling for these reforms, 
but my alternative offers the Secretary 
of State desperately needed flexibility 
that she wants and needs. 

There is an additional item that we 
should recognize. This is a very fast-
moving world. A year ago there were 
Syrian troops in Lebanon. A year ago 
many developments globally were not 
even on the horizon. Why should we 
freeze ourselves into autopilot for a 4-
year period when none of us are clair-
voyant, none of us can predict what 
conditions our Secretary of State and 
our country will confront in 2007 or 2008 
or 2009. 

I have the highest respect for the 
chairman. We have worked together on 
countless issues. We have brought most 
pieces of legislation to this House on a 
bipartisan basis. In a sense, this too is 
a bipartisan piece of legislation in 
terms of its substance. Where we part 
company is in making the legislation, 
in terms of the chairman’s preference 
calling for automatic 50 percent reduc-
tions in U.N. dues if everything is not 
done perfectly. 

I have used the phrase 39 amend-
ments or commandments. We have 
adopted a few more. We are now up to 
46 commandments. So if 451⁄2 command-
ments are fully complied with, do we 
really want to cut our contribution to 
this international organization which 
we so desperately need all across the 
globe? Do we really want to cut our 
contributions by 50 percent, giving the 
President, the Secretary of State and 
this body no flexibility? I do not think 
so. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Chairman, I claim the 
time in opposition to the amendment. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN (Mr. SIMP-
SON). The gentleman from Illinois (Mr. 
HYDE) is recognized. 

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume. 

First, I want to say to the gentleman 
from California (Mr. LANTOS) what an 
absolute pleasure it is working with 
him. He brings to these very critical 
issues intellect, dignity, and a fierce 
patriotism. I have been very proud and 
pleased to have had this association. 

One of the most interesting aspects 
of today’s debate is the fact that we 
have focused very little on what the 
U.N. needs to do, and we spent most of 
our time on how we should ensure 
these reforms are actually imple-
mented. We have heard from our oppo-
nents quote after quote from informed 
and not-so-informed sources that with-
holding dues is absolutely the death 
knell of the U.N. They are victimized 
by effective reform. 

Well, how our opponents can make 
this charge and then support the Lan-
tos substitute suggests a conflicted 
state of mind. It is clear that the Lan-
tos substitute is nearly identical to our 
bill except for the powers given to Sec-
retary Rice. I assert she does have 
flexibility under our bill as well. She 
can waive the withholding, decide what 
level of withholding, if any, is appro-
priate under the Lantos bill. He cedes 
to her total control over the purse 
strings. But every Member voting for 
the Lantos bill, and God bless them, 
every one of them is voting to withhold 
dues. I tip my hat to the gentleman 
from California (Mr. LANTOS) for 
achieving consensus in his party for se-
curing unanimity among his flock on 
the conclusion that the U.N. will not 
reform unless dues are withheld. That 
is a signature achievement. Of course 
the Democrats withhold dues in a fash-
ion different than we do. We legislate 
them. We say we have had enough 
waivers, enough resolutions, enough 
statements; it is time we have some 
teeth in reform. 

It is not impossible to achieve this 
notwithstanding the naysayers. There 
are 2 years before the certifications 
even kick in, 2 years for the U.N. to get 
its act together; and then you can do 32 
of the 39 reforms, still be certified, and 
no funds are withheld and still you 
have another year to accomplish the 
remaining reforms. So both measures 
have nearly identical reforms and both 
measures withhold dues. Only it is the 
Secretary of State who has the author-
ity in their substitute, and we legislate 
it. 

What does history show? History 
shows when Congress stands tough, 
when it says if you do not reform, we 
are not going to pay, then change oc-
curs. 

Does anyone remember Kassebaum-
Solomon? The amendment eventually 
led to the implementation of con-
sensus-based budgeting, a reform that 
no one said could be achieved. 

Does anyone remember UNESCO? We 
withdrew in protest. We stopped paying 
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our assessed dues. Let me repeat that: 
we stopped paying our assessed dues. 
Reforms of that agency were made and 
we rejoined. 

Does anyone remember the genesis of 
the Office of Internal Oversight Serv-
ices? In the mid-1990s, the U.S. threat-
ened to withhold funding, and lo and 
behold the U.N. created an oversight 
function. 

Even with Helms-Biden, Congress le-
veraged the fact that in order for us to 
pay arrears, the U.N. had to undertake 
certain reforms. All of these require-
ments were legislated and directed ac-
tions which resulted in reforms that 
were actually implemented. 

Look, if we want to reform the 
United Nations, we have to legislate 
the reforms and have some teeth in the 
sanctions if they fail to. The U.N. will 
go sailing its merry way on if it re-
forms. If it does not reform, there is a 
penalty. 

The eight ambassadors that wrote 
this letter prove our point. There is a 
mind-set in the upper realms of diplo-
macy that worships at the theater of 
the U.N. and could not possibly bring 
itself to withholding dues, so I do not 
think it will work. I implore Members 
to put some teeth in the sanctions. 

Simon Bolivar, the great South 
American patriot, had a phrase for po-
litical futility. He said it was plowing 
in the sea. I suggest when it comes to 
sanctions against the U.N. for failing 
to reform, if Members leave it to the 
discretion of the State Department, we 
are plowing in the sea. 

Mr. Chairman, let us begin real re-
form of the U.N., a monumental task, a 
long road ahead. Let us begin it here 
and now, June 17, right in this room; 
and let us begin it with your vote. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
11⁄2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Iowa (Mr. LEACH), the distinguished 
chairman of the Subcommittee of Asia 
and Pacific Affairs.

Mr. LEACH. Mr. Chairman, let me 
say I may consider the Lantos-Shays 
alternative imperfect, but it represents 
a credible political balancing and is 
clearly preferable to the underlying 
bill. 

But listening to the debate over the 
past 2 days, I sense a lack of perspec-
tive not only for treaty obligations but 
for the U.N. itself. 

Corruption exists in all societies. It 
is rife, indeed endemic, in some. At the 
U.N., it is isolated; it is not endemic. I 
have known hundreds and hundreds of 
people who have worked for the U.N. 
itself or U.N. agencies. They are honor-
able, decent people doing a decent job. 
It is true that a few thousand dollars 
here and a few thousand dollars there 
pretty soon adds up to a loss of con-
fidence in institutions of governance, 
and we have that problem at the U.N. 
Hence, we cannot ignore scandal, but 
scandal does not define the United Na-
tions; it defines a problem that must be 
dealt with there and elsewhere. 

We should do this, but we should do 
this with the understanding that the 
world would be a far worse place with-
out the U.N. and that the activities and 
actions of its various organizations and 
agencies have made this a better world 
society. So improvement, not destruc-
tion, is the goal.

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume. 

I would like to state improvement is 
our goal, too. A healthy U.N., rather 
than a vast, sprawling, bureaucratic 
cesspool which is where it is headed. 
Everyone agrees to that. 

Now this notion that we are obliged 
by the treaty to pay our dues and that 
it would be an international default if 
we did not, that was argued before 
back in the 1980s. Contributions to the 
U.N. are made subject to authorization 
and appropriation of the U.S. Congress. 
We have a duty to the taxpayer first to 
ensure that there is good stewardship 
of their dollars. We have to hold the 
U.N. accountable. 

All countries benefit from an effi-
cient, transparent, and accountable 
U.N. It is not only in our interest. We 
have not signed away part of our sov-
ereignty. We are paying big dues: $442 
million a year just on the dues part. 
Peacekeeping is another $1 billion. To 
say we do not have an obligation to 
make the providers that we purchase 
with our dues perform honorably and 
efficiently does not make sense. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to 
the gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. 
SMITH).

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise to oppose the Lantos-Shays 
substitute and to direct Members’ at-
tention to a serious flaw in the peace-
keeping section, which I respectfully 
submit are reasons enough to vote 
against the substitute. 

The substitute amendment gives the 
U.N. until 2007 to complete even the 
most basic tasks. This is completely 
unnecessary, and I submit only encour-
ages some states who view rape and ex-
ploitation of young women and chil-
dren by U.N. peacekeepers as a mere 
public relations problem and thus an 
opportunity to dig in their heels and 
stall the reform process.

b 1300 

Prince Zeid has told some of us, I 
met with him last week, that sustained 
pressure is needed to get results. We 
have been here before. In 2002, we knew 
about the exploitation of children by 
U.N. personnel in the Congo. I have al-
ready chaired two hearings on it my-
self in my subcommittee. Yes, the U.N. 
is moving in the right direction, but 
there needs to be considerable pressure 
brought to bear to make this happen. 

What is perhaps most troubling 
about the substitute is that it author-
izes an up to 10 percent withholding of 
U.S. assessed contributions to U.N. 
peacekeeping. I want to be clear on 
this point. The Hyde bill supports full 
funding of all existing missions, while 
the substitute authorizes up to a 10 

percent cutoff of our assessed contribu-
tions to U.N. peacekeeping. The with-
holding is linked to a certification re-
quirement which is, plain and simple, 
bad policy. The intent is good. I have 
no doubt about that. But it is flawed. 

The substitute requires the Secretary 
of State to certify that the U.S. perma-
nent rep at the U.N. has made every ef-
fort to ensure the formal adoption and 
implementation of mechanisms to sus-
pend the membership of a member 
state if genocide, ethnic cleansing or 
crimes against humanity are deter-
mined to be occurring in that member 
state regardless of whether the acts are 
being committed by the government or 
by a third party. ‘‘Third party’’ is the 
problem. There are countries like the 
Congo, and we have also seen it in 
Uganda, where there are ‘‘third-party’’ 
groups of terrorists and killers and 
maimers who the government would 
like to see done away with and are ac-
tively cooperating with the inter-
national community and the U.N. itself 
to try to mitigate this terrible prob-
lem. 

Under this language, which is very 
different than the language that the 
gentleman from Nebraska (Mr. 
FORTENBERRY) offered, we would be in a 
strange and, I think, even bizarre situ-
ation where even where there has been 
an effort made by the state, there 
could be an explusion and a cutoff of 
peacekeeping money, 10 percent as-
sessed contribution cutoff. It would be 
wrong for a state to lose their member-
ship when there was no omission, no 
commission on their part with regards 
to crimes against humanity and that is 
where the Fortenberry amendment got 
it right. 

I think we can all agree that geno-
cidal governments do not deserve to 
have an equal voice at the U.N. with 
other peacekeeping and peace-loving 
nations. But we should not punish 
those governments which are fighting 
against those who would commit such 
heinous acts. I think that language is, 
as I said, egregiously flawed. The Hyde 
amendment does get it right.

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
for the purpose of making a unanimous 
consent request to the gentlewoman 
from California (Ms. WATSON). 

(Ms. WATSON asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend her re-
marks.) 

Ms. WATSON. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of the Lantos substitute.

Mr. Chairman, I rise to speak in support of 
the substitute legislation offered by the ranking 
member of the House International Relations 
Committee, Mr. TOM LANTOS. 

As a former U.S. Ambassador, I know and 
appreciate that the United Nations serves a 
most useful purpose. It is the only international 
body that allows those countries that support 
the United States and those that do not to sit 
down in peaceful dialogue to address issues 
of concern and to work together. To maintain 
the opportunity to resolve our differences, we 
must not cut the funds we provide to the 
United Nations. 

Mr. LANTOS’ bill supports the necessary re-
forms we all recognize are needed for the 
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United Nations but does so without malice. 
Like H.R. 2745, the substitute supports the 
goal of reforming budgeting procedures, but it 
eliminates the devastating automatic with-
holding of 50 percent of the dues we owe to 
the United Nations. We should not tie the 
hands of our Secretary of State nor should we 
give those who do not support the United 
States, an issue in which to embarrass us. 
The substitute gives the Secretary of State the 
authority to make the cut but does not man-
date such cuts. A more preferable position. 

The substitute also keeps the peacekeeping 
reforms of H.R. 2745 but does not mandate 
the vetoing of any new or expanded U.N. 
peacekeeping operation that does not serve 
our national interest. Again, the flexibility con-
tained in the substitute is preferable to H.R. 
2745. 

Mr. Chairman, the United States is the world 
leader and we should be a leader in all areas 
including serving as a model country in its re-
lationships to the world community. This 
means pushing for reforms in the United Na-
tions when such reforms are necessary but it 
also means being a good citizen and doing 
our part to fulfill our responsibilities and to be 
a good world citizen. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge support for the Lantos 
substitute. 

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Chairman, I am de-
lighted to yield 30 seconds to the gen-
tleman from Delaware (Mr. CASTLE). 

Mr. CASTLE. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
with great respect for both the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. HYDE) and 
the gentleman from California (Mr. 
LANTOS) in this. While we can all agree 
that our country, as the biggest con-
tributor to the U.N., must help the or-
ganization become more efficient and 
effective, the Lantos-Shays substitute 
finds a compromise that I think re-
flects where the majority of Americans 
come down on this issue. The Gingrich-
Mitchell task force takes serious issue 
with much of the damaging policies 
that have occurred at the U.N., but it 
refrains from calling for mandatory 
withholding of dues. President Bush 
has also signaled his opposition to 
many of these provisions, which may 
hinder our Ambassador’s dealings with 
the organization. 

Under the Lantos-Shays substitute, 
we can send the same message to the 
international community without un-
dermining our efforts to promote de-
mocracy and protect those in need.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the Lan-
tos/Shays substitute. Chairman HYDE has 
been an indispensable Member of this body 
for many years, and I commend you for bring-
ing this important debate before us. 

While I strongly agree with Chairman HYDE, 
that serious and fundamental problems exist 
at the United Nations, I prefer the President’s 
approach of continuing to pursue negotiations 
for reform through diplomatic means. 

Regardless of preference for this bill, we 
can all agree that the U.N. and the inter-
national community should hear our outrage 
for the mismanagement of what is meant to be 
an example of unity and peace. I commend 
the Chairman and the full committee for trying 
to improve the accountability of those at the 
U.N. and hope this debate will trigger reforms 
in the functioning of this embattled, yet well-
meaning organization. 

The Lantos-Shays substitute reflects the sig-
nificant reforms outlined in the Chairman’s bill. 
However, it makes an all important distinction 
in rightly leaving the Secretary of State with 
the discretion to decide when, and if, the ulti-
matums are a hindrance to our national inter-
ests. Alternatively, automatically withholding 
funds may derail our international and global 
commitments and could have a devastating 
impact on poor nations around the world. 

While we can all agree that our country, as 
the biggest contributor to the U.N., must help 
the organization become more efficient and ef-
fective, the Lantos-Shays substitute finds a 
compromise that I think reflects where the ma-
jority of Americans come down on this issue. 
The Gingrich-Mitchell task force takes serious 
issue with much of the damaging policies that 
have occurred at the U.N., but it refrains from 
calling for mandatory withholding of dues. 
President Bush has also signaled his opposi-
tion to many of these provisions, which may 
hinder our Ambassador’s dealings with the or-
ganization. 

Under the Lantos-Shays substitute, we can 
send the same message to the international 
community without undermining our efforts to 
promote democracy and protect those in need.

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Chairman, I am 
pleased to yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tlewoman from Florida (Ms. ROS-
LEHTINEN). 

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Chairman, 
I thank our great esteemed chairman, 
Chairman HYDE, for yielding me this 
time. 

By limiting instruments of persua-
sion to an authorization by the Sec-
retary of State to withhold U.S. dues, 
this substitute would all but guarantee 
that few of these reforms would actu-
ally be implemented. Much of the 
world, including many at the U.N., 
would be excused if they saw any 
threats as a mere bluff. The historical 
record tells us very accurately that 
any level of success can only be done if 
we use our leverage. If we adopt the 
Lantos-Shays substitute amendment, 
we will not have that leverage. 

My colleagues maintain that our leg-
islation does not afford sufficient flexi-
bility. Yet a fair reading of this text 
reveals that that is just not the case. 
First, the certifications for action are 
not required until the year 2007. Sec-
ondly, this legislation allows the Sec-
retary of State to certify U.N. reforms 
that are substantially similar to, or ac-
complish the same goals and the same 
objectives as, the Hyde U.N. Reform 
Act. That is plenty of flexibility, Mr. 
Chairman. 

If the U.N. does on its own institute 
these reforms, then we have no prob-
lems. The withholding provisions in 
the Henry Hyde U.N. Reform Act will 
only be triggered and implemented if 
the U.N. does not reform itself. The 
onus is on the U.N. to fulfill its stated 
commitment to reform. 

The Constitution gives to Congress 
the responsibility for determining how 
the public’s money will be spent. The 
Lantos substitute proposes to sur-
render that obligation, that principal 
source of congressional authority, to 
an unelected official of the executive 

branch who has not been entrusted 
with it by the Constitution. However 
burdensome that task is, Mr. Chair-
man, it is ours to carry out. 

Reforming the U.N. is about lives. It 
is not just about policies. Let us carry 
out our obligation to the taxpayers by 
rejecting the Lantos substitute and by 
affirming the Hyde bill. 

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Chairman, I am de-
lighted to yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. MENEN-
DEZ), the chairman of the Democratic 
Caucus. 

(Mr. MENENDEZ asked and was 
given permission to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. Chairman, it is 
time that we make real reforms at the 
United Nations that address the real 
problems, but I believe that the Hyde 
bill simply sets the United Nations up 
to fail by creating a series of require-
ments that will be almost impossible 
to meet. One might even argue that 
this is the actual goal of some U.N. 
critics. The United Nations is governed 
by 191 countries, including Syria, Iran, 
and North Korea, who would have to 
approve the majority of these changes. 
This seems highly unlikely as struc-
tured by the bill. Right now this bill is 
medicine which may kill the patient 
rather than cure a specific disease. 

The Hyde bill ties the hands of the 
Secretary of State with a mandatory 50 
percent withholding, even if the U.N. 
improves significantly. That is like 
kicking a child out of school who has 
moved from an F to a B because they 
did not get an A. The bill also keeps 
the U.S. from supporting any new 
peacekeeping missions until far-reach-
ing reforms have been implemented, 
even in cases like a Sudan and when in-
nocent civilians are at risk. We do not 
know when and where U.N. peace-
keepers will be needed next, but we do 
know that we cannot risk the lives of 
innocent people or risk American in-
terests around the world. We simply 
cannot create legislation which hurts 
our own security interests and our na-
tional interest while we are at war. 

This is a time, when our own human 
and financial resources are stretched 
thin, for the United States to get the 
world to act with us rather than de-
stroy the institution which unites the 
world. 

I am concerned that the bill con-
demns us to lose only American lives, 
shed only American blood and spend 
only American capital instead of hav-
ing the world share this responsibility 
with us. That is why I urge my col-
leagues to vote against the Hyde bill 
and to vote for the Lantos-Shays sub-
stitute that does the reforms we want, 
but gives the Secretary of State the 
flexibility to do the peacekeeping and 
to achieve the reforms we all want to 
see.

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Chairman, I am 
pleased to yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. ROHR-
ABACHER). 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Chairman, 
this has been a fine debate today, and 

VerDate jul 14 2003 00:22 Jun 18, 2005 Jkt 039060 PO 00000 Frm 00039 Fmt 0636 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\A17JN7.029 H17PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH4696 June 17, 2005
I believe that both sides have handled 
it very responsibly, but let us take a 
look at what the real issue is. 

There is broad agreement on both 
sides as to the need for reform in the 
United Nations. This is not in conten-
tion. There is even broad agreement of 
what changes need to be made, what 
are the issues at the United Nations, a 
lack of accountability and some of 
these monstrous atrocities that we 
have seen, and the inefficiency and cor-
ruption that we have seen at the U.N. 
There is agreement on the problem. 

The fundamental difference between 
the sides of this debate is whether or 
not there should be consequences if the 
United Nations does not reform. What 
is going on? The American people un-
derstand that in order to get an organi-
zation like the United Nations to re-
form, there must be consequences. Do 
we think the United Nations, this en-
trenched bureaucracy, will just say, 
Oh, we’re enlightened by the wonderful 
debate that we’ve heard, you’ve ap-
pealed to our heart, that they are 
going to make the changes that are 
necessary to prevent corruption in 
their organization that they have lived 
with for years because we have touched 
their hearts, we have reached their in-
tellect? No. We have got to make sure 
that there are consequences if they do 
not reform, or they will not pay any at-
tention to us. 

You remember the old show Truth Or 
Consequences? Unless we provide con-
sequences for activities and actions 
that are wrong, we are not going to get 
any truth. There will be no truth un-
less they have consequences for telling 
us lies. For years we have lived with 
the lie that the United Nations is 
somewhat above corruption, that the 
United Nations represents the best of 
humankind. It will only represent the 
best of humankind and reach these 
higher standards if we say to them, if 
you are not living up to these stand-
ards, there is a price to pay. 

The American people deserve to get 
their money’s worth. We deserve to try 
to put pressure on the United Nations 
to live up to its standards. If we just 
give them a free pass, whether or not 
they reform or not, there will be no re-
form at the United Nations, and all of 
this will have gone for nothing. 

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Chairman, I am de-
lighted to yield the balance of my time 
to my distinguished Republican co-
author, the gentleman from Con-
necticut (Mr. SHAYS). 

The Acting CHAIRMAN (Mr. SIMP-
SON). The gentleman from Connecticut 
is recognized for 11⁄2 minutes.

Mr. SHAYS. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding me this time. 

Mr. Chairman, I love HENRY HYDE. I 
have awesome respect for TOM LANTOS. 
I thank the gentleman from California 
for supporting the President in the war 
against Iraq and to go into Afghani-
stan. I thank him for being such a clear 
thinker along with the gentleman from 
Illinois on so many issues. 

We are not part of the Kyoto agree-
ment. We are not part of the land mine 

agreement. We are not part of other 
treaties. We are not part of the ICC, 
the International Criminal Court. I un-
derstand those things. We are in a war 
in Afghanistan, a war in Iraq, and we 
are telling the President of the United 
States and the Secretary of State, For-
get it. We don’t care what you think. 
We’re going ahead. Mandatory, nuclear 
option. It is going to happen even if the 
U.N. does most of what we ask. Even if 
they do 80 percent of what we ask, it is 
still going to happen. Mandatory. 

I cannot believe when our men and 
women are fighting in Iraq that we 
would move forward with legislation 
like this when we need to draw coun-
tries together. The problem is not all 
the reforms can physically happen, and 
some of them will not happen, and 
some in the U.N. might not even want 
them to happen. They are eager to 
have us withhold funds. They are eager 
to have more people hate the United 
States. 

The United States, the President, the 
Secretary of State, they are working so 
hard, and they are making progress. 
We have a new manager, Chris 
Burnham, who is the Under Secretary 
running the whole management of the 
U.N. We are making progress. 

Go with the Hyde bill, but with the 
flexibility to let our President and our 
Secretary of State have the ability to 
work with these countries to move 
them along and see progress.

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Chairman, I yield the 
balance of my time to the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. DELAY), the distin-
guished majority leader. 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Chairman, I first 
want to thank the gentleman from 
California (Mr. LANTOS) for his long-
standing leadership on issues related to 
the United Nations and human free-
dom. No one has greater respect for 
him in this body than I do. But in this 
case, Mr. Chairman, I think and I be-
lieve that the Lantos substitute just 
falls a little short. 

Six decades ago, the United Nations 
was formed to save succeeding genera-
tions from the scourge of war; to reaf-
firm faith in fundamental human 
rights, in the dignity and worth of the 
human person, in the equal rights of 
men and women and of nations large 
and small; and to establish conditions 
under which justice and respect for the 
obligations arising from treaties and 
other sources of international law can 
be maintained; and to promote social 
progress and better standards of life in 
larger freedom. 

These words, from the preamble of 
the United Nations’ historic Charter, 
today hover over that institution not 
as a symbol of its founding mission, 
but as a reminder of its abject failure.

b 1315 
Far from saving future generations 

from the scourge of war, the United 
Nations’ history of hand-wringing, ap-
peasement, and moral equivalence has 
exacerbated the scourge of war. 

Far from reaffirming faith and funda-
mental rights and the dignity of the 

human person, the United Nations has 
overseen the degradation of human 
rights even of vulnerable human beings 
in its own care through routine abuses 
of power, corruption, and even horrific 
sexual exploitation of peoples at the 
hands of U.N. peacekeepers. 

Far from reaffirming faith in the 
equal rights of nations large and small, 
the U.N. has instead adopted an insti-
tutional posture favoring belligerent 
tyrannies at the expense of freedom-
loving democracies, standing with Pal-
estinian terrorists against Israeli fami-
lies, standing with Saddam Hussein 
against the civilized world, and too 
often standing with anyone against the 
United States of America. 

Far from promoting justice and re-
spect for international law, the United 
Nations has become one of the world’s 
greatest apologists for tyranny and 
terror where justice is merely one 
point of view; a place where Sudan and 
Syria and Castro’s Cuba are given a 
soap-box on which to lecture the free 
world on human rights; a place where 
international lawyers scheme to haul 
American soldiers before a rogue court, 
irrespective of constitutional rights; a 
place where an international humani-
tarian mission to feed and heal the 
Iraqi people resulted in $10 billion in si-
phoned bribes and kickbacks. 

And far from promoting social 
progress and the better standards of 
life in larger freedom, the United Na-
tions has become a hindrance to both 
progress and freedom. Just ask the be-
sieged citizens of Israel whose every 
gesture of goodwill has been returned 
by violence from their enemies and 
condemnation from the U.N. 

Diplomatic pretenses aside, Mr. 
Chairman, corruption has infected the 
United Nations. And yet given its orga-
nizational structure, how could it be 
otherwise? There is no independent fi-
nancial oversight. There are no stand-
ards of transparency. Most U.N. divi-
sions are exempt from democratic ac-
countability. And most U.N. leaders 
are protected from the law by diplo-
matic immunity. 

The rampant corruption that today 
infects the United Nations is not a 
function of its personnel. Not really. It 
is a function of its structure. That is 
what we get, Mr. Chairman, from an 
organization driven by consensus in-
stead of principle. And as long as ty-
rants and terrorists get as much say in 
policymaking as democratically elect-
ed leaders, the U.N. will continue to be-
tray its charter and betray the billions 
of people on this planet who look to it 
for hope. 

This substitute essentially agrees 
with that conclusion. It just does not 
do enough about it. But what more do 
we need to hear, Mr. Chairman? The 
U.N.’s corruption is so breathtaking in 
its scope as to be almost universal: 
peacekeepers raping women that they 
are sent to protect; sexual exploitation 
of children at the hands of their hu-
manitarian relief workers; institu-
tional anti-Semitism so brazen that 
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Yasser Arafat was considered a mod-
erate; $10 billion, $10 billion, stolen 
from sick and starving children in Iraq; 
bribery, embezzlement, misappropria-
tion of funds, and conflicts of interests 
so extensive that the financial manage-
ment of many of the U.N. agencies re-
sembles that of a second-rate 
kleptocracy. 

What further evidence could we pos-
sibly need? 

The pervasive corruption at the U.N. 
is not a problem; it is a crisis. No one 
denies this. And in response to the 
overwhelming evidencing, the Demo-
crat substitute says the reforms in the 
underlying bill should happen. But, Mr. 
Chairman, it is not enough to say that 
these reforms should happen. They 
must happen. And they must happen 
right now. We should not be asking the 
U.N.’s leaders to make these reforms. 
We need to tell them. The philosophy 
of flexibility and appeasement create 
loopholes that diplomats drive huge 
trucks through. And if they were seri-
ous about giving the administration 
flexibility, why did they not give it to 
the President instead of the Secretary 
of State? The President leads foreign 
policy in this country, not the Sec-
retary of State. 

The American people are today un-
derwriting rampant corruption, 22 per-
cent of it to be precise, and it needs to 
stop. Today the Congress must take 
this stand and clearly voice not simply 
our frustration but our expectation of 
concrete reform. We must act, Mr. 
Chairman. And as he has so many 
times in his decades with us, the gen-
tleman from Illinois has shown us the 
way. 

The gentleman from Illinois (Mr. 
HYDE) has brought before this House a 
comprehensive, almost exhaustive, 
package of reform that, if enacted, will 
finally bring the United Nations under 
some semblance of control. If and when 
these reforms are enacted, Mr. Chair-
man, the world will be safer and 
stronger. The American people will be 
assured their money is being well 
spent, and the United Nations charter 
to prevent wars, protect human rights, 
and advance the cause of human free-
dom will be reaffirmed. 

And every man, woman, and child on 
this planet will owe a great debt of 
gratitude to HENRY J. HYDE. 

I just ask my colleagues to vote ‘‘no’’ 
on the Democratic substitute. Vote 
‘‘yes’’ on the Hyde reform bill, and let 
us put the United Nations back on 
track to fulfill its promise to the 
human race.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, this is an in-
stance in which both the proponents and op-
ponents of the Lantos substitute share the 
same goal: reforming the United Nations. We 
differ over the best means to accomplish that 
goal, and that disagreement is fundamental. 

The committee bill embodies a go-it-alone, 
take-it-or-leave-it approach to dealing with the 
United Nations that is entirely inconsistent with 
the tenets of an international organization 
founded on the belief that nations should be 
respectful of each other’s views. 

With the United States having so recently 
suffered the debacle of dealing with U.N. 
members in an imperious way before the inva-
sion of Iraq, and then being surprised by the 
U.N.’s reluctance to join us on the course we 
had pre-determined, one would think that the 
Republican majority in the House would have 
learned a lesson about the kind of approach 
likely to produce international cooperation. 
This bill is evidence that they have not. 

The committee bill mandates the withholding 
of dues if certain reforms are not imple-
mented, dictates the scope of the reforms, and 
provides precious little time to have them 
agreed to and put in place. The bill creates a 
system designed to fail, and then imposes 
draconian consequences for the failure. Not 
only have eight former U.S. ambassadors to 
the U.N. come out strongly in opposition to the 
bill, but Secretary of State Rice has been no-
ticeably silent about it. 

The Lantos substitute fashions a better way 
to achieve needed reform at the U.N. without 
imperiling American interests in peacekeeping 
and other activities. That way is to provide the 
secretary of state with the maximum flexibility 
to employ diplomacy to expand the number of 
countries sharing our views on reform so that 
a broad-based mandate for reform is pro-
duced. By holding out the possibility that U.S. 
dues would be withheld if reform is not 
achieved, but not making withholding manda-
tory, the substitute creates the conditions for 
diplomacy to work effectively. 

I urge my colleagues to recognize the inter-
est that the United states has in a strong and 
effective United Nations, and to weigh care-
fully whether the steps we take in this bill will 
strengthen that institution or weaken it. Reform 
is the right way to go and the right way to 
achieve it is to adopt the Lantos substitute. I 
urge my colleagues to vote for it.

Mr. FARR. Mr. Chairman, the U.N. soon to 
celerate its 60th anniversary, is chartered to 
promote universal human rights, justice and 
social progress. These are perfect ideals that 
the global community must strive to put into 
action, but that does not mean the U.N. is a 
perfect organization. Recent scandals and the 
lack of transparency within the U.N. under-
mine the essential role the U.N. plays in world 
affairs. Reform is an urgent priority but the 
cure for fixing these problems should not be 
worse than the disease. 

H.R. 2745 will hamstring the U.S.’s ability to 
create positive reform within the U.N., tarnish 
the image of the U.S. abroad when public 
opinion of the U.S., particularly in the Arab 
countries where is at an all time low, and de-
feat the Administration’s public diplomacy ef-
forts before Karen Hughes even assumes her 
new responsibilities in September. Addition-
ally, H.R. 2745 would halt funding for any new 
or expanded peacekeeping missions. Unilater-
ally preventing the U.S. from supporting new 
peacekeeping missions puts an untold number 
of lives at risk and additionally, could endan-
ger U.S. national security interests. In fact 
many of the peacekeeping reforms contained 
in the Hyde bill are endorsed by the U.N. De-
partment of Peacekeeping Operations, and in 
most cases are already underway, to address 
recent concerns raised about sexual exploi-
tation and abuse in peacekeeping missions. 

Moreover, H.R. 2745 does not enjoy the full 
support of the administration. According to R. 
Nicholas Bums, under secretary of state for 
political affairs, ‘‘We have serious concerns 

with the bill. We are the founder of the U.N. 
We’re the host country of the U.N. We’re the 
leading contributor to the U.N. We don’t want 
to put ourselves in a position where the United 
States is withholding 50 percent of the Amer-
ican contributions to the U.N. system.’’ 

Congress must provide the State Depart-
ment with the tools and flexibility to push for 
positive changes within the U.N. The Lantos/
Shays substitute would provide the authority, 
but not mandate, the Secretary of State to 
withhold dues from the U.N. if reform meas-
ures aren’t implemented in a timely manner. 
The United States, as the world leader, must 
take an active, positive role in helping reform 
the U.N. The Lantos/Shays substitute is the 
step in the right direction for U.S. reform ef-
forts and I will vote in favor of this substitute 
and against the U.N. Reform Act.

The Acting CHAIRMAN (Mr. SIMP-
SON). All time for debate on the amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute has 
expired. 

The question is on the amendment in 
the nature of a substitute offered by 
the gentleman from California (Mr. 
LANTOS). 

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chairman announced that the noes 
appeared to have it. 

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute offered by the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. LANTOS) 
will be postponed. 

SEQUENTIAL VOTES POSTPONED IN COMMITTEE 
OF THE WHOLE 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, proceedings will 
now resume on those amendments on 
which further proceedings were post-
poned, in the following order: amend-
ment No. 1 printed in subpart D by the 
gentleman from California (Mr. 
ROYCE), amendment No. 2 printed in 
subpart D by the gentleman from Ne-
braska (Mr. FORTENBERRY), amendment 
No. 1 printed in subpart E by the gen-
tleman from Arizona (Mr. FLAKE), 
amendment No. 1 printed in part 2 by 
the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. CHABOT), 
amendment No. 5 printed in part 2 by 
the gentleman from Indiana (Mr. 
PENCE), amendment No. 9 printed in 
part 2 by the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. GOHMERT), amendment No. 12 
printed in part 2 by the gentleman 
from Florida (Mr. STEARNS), and 
amendment No. 13 in the nature of a 
substitute printed in part 2 by the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. LANTOS). 

The first electronic vote will be con-
ducted as a 15-minute vote. Remaining 
electronic votes will be conducted as 5-
minute votes. 
PART 1, SUBPART D AMENDMENT NO. 1 OFFERED 

BY MR. ROYCE 
The Acting CHAIRMAN. The pending 

business is the demand for a recorded 
vote on amendment No. 1 printed in 
subpart D of part 1 of House Report No. 
109–132 offered by the gentleman from 
California (Mr. ROYCE) on which fur-
ther proceedings were postponed and 
on which the ayes prevailed by voice 
vote. 
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The Clerk will redesignate the 

amendment. 
The Clerk redesignated the amend-

ment. 
RECORDED VOTE 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. A recorded 
vote has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 373, noes 32, 
not voting 28, as follows:

[Roll No. 274] 

AYES—373

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Allen 
Baca 
Bachus 
Baker 
Baldwin 
Barrett (SC) 
Barrow 
Bartlett (MD) 
Barton (TX) 
Bass 
Bean 
Beauprez 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Biggert 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (NY) 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blunt 
Boehlert 
Bonilla 
Bonner 
Boozman 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boustany 
Boyd 
Bradley (NH) 
Brady (PA) 
Brady (TX) 
Brown (OH) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Butterfield 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp 
Cannon 
Cantor 
Capito 
Capps 
Cardin 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carson 
Carter 
Case 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chandler 
Chocola 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Coble 
Cole (OK) 
Conaway 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Cox 
Cramer 
Crenshaw 
Crowley 
Cubin 
Culberson 
Cummings 
Cunningham 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (FL) 

Davis (IL) 
Davis (KY) 
Davis (TN) 
Davis, Jo Ann 
Deal (GA) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
DeLauro 
DeLay 
Dent 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Doolittle 
Doyle 
Drake 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Edwards 
Ehlers 
Emanuel 
Emerson 
Engel 
English (PA) 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Evans 
Everett 
Farr 
Fattah 
Feeney 
Ferguson 
Filner 
Fitzpatrick (PA) 
Flake 
Foley 
Forbes 
Ford 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gerlach 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gohmert 
Gonzalez 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Gordon 
Granger 
Green (WI) 
Green, Gene 
Gutknecht 
Hall 
Harman 
Harris 
Hart 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Herseth 
Higgins 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hostettler 
Hoyer 
Hulshof 
Hunter 

Hyde 
Inglis (SC) 
Inslee 
Israel 
Istook 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Jenkins 
Jindal 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 
Kaptur 
Keller 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MN) 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick (MI) 
Kind 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kirk 
Kline 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kuhl (NY) 
LaHood 
Langevin 
Lantos 
Larsen (WA) 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Leach 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Lynch 
Mack 
Maloney 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Marshall 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy 
McCaul (TX) 
McCollum (MN) 
McCotter 
McCrery 
McHenry 
McHugh 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McKinney 
McMorris 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek (FL) 
Melancon 
Menendez 
Mica 
Michaud 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, Gary 
Miller, George 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moore (WI) 

Moran (KS) 
Moran (VA) 
Murphy 
Musgrave 
Myrick 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Neugebauer 
Ney 
Northup 
Norwood 
Nunes 
Nussle 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Ortiz 
Osborne 
Otter 
Owens 
Oxley 
Pallone 
Pastor 
Pearce 
Pence 
Peterson (MN) 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Price (GA) 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Radanovich 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Regula 
Rehberg 

Reichert 
Renzi 
Reynolds 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Ross 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Ryan (WI) 
Ryun (KS) 
Sabo 
Salazar 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sanders 
Saxton 
Schiff 
Schwartz (PA) 
Schwarz (MI) 
Scott (GA) 
Sensenbrenner 
Shadegg 
Shaw 
Shays 
Sherman 
Sherwood 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Slaughter 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Snyder 
Sodrel 
Souder 
Spratt 

Stearns 
Strickland 
Stupak 
Sullivan 
Sweeney 
Tancredo 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor (NC) 
Terry 
Thomas 
Thompson (CA) 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Tierney 
Towns 
Turner 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Upton 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walden (OR) 
Wamp 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Watt 
Weiner 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Westmoreland 
Wexler 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson (NM) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wolf 
Wu 
Wynn 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NOES—32

Capuano 
Clyburn 
Conyers 
Delahunt 
Green, Al 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Hastings (FL) 
Jackson (IL) 
Jones (OH) 
Kanjorski 

Kucinich 
Larson (CT) 
Lee 
Lewis (GA) 
Markey 
McGovern 
Meeks (NY) 
Murtha 
Olver 
Pascrell 
Paul 

Payne 
Rangel 
Schakowsky 
Scott (VA) 
Serrano 
Solis 
Thompson (MS) 
Waters 
Watson 
Woolsey 

NOT VOTING—28

Andrews 
Baird 
Bishop (GA) 
Blumenauer 
Boehner 
Bono 
Brown, Corrine 
Cuellar 
Davis, Tom 
Fossella 

Gillmor 
Gingrey 
Graves 
Hooley 
Issa 
Johnson, E. B. 
McDermott 
Millender-

McDonald 
Pelosi 

Reyes 
Sessions 
Simmons 
Skelton 
Smith (WA) 
Stark 
Taylor (MS) 
Walsh 
Waxman 

b 1346 

Messrs. SERRANO, GRIJALVA, 
RANGEL, and AL GREEN of Texas, 
and Ms. SCHAKOWSKY changed their 
vote from ‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’ 

Messrs. LEWIS of California, 
SPRATT, WELDON of Florida, NAD-
LER, and RAHALL changed their vote 
from ‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’ 

So the amendment was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded.
Stated for:
Mr. FOSSELLA. Mr. Chairman, on rollcall 

No. 274, I was unavoidably detained. Had I 
been present, I would have voted ‘‘aye.’’ 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIRMAN 

The Acting CHAIRMAN (Mr. SIMP-
SON). The Chair would advise Members 
of its intention to run this next series 
of votes as 5-minute votes. 

PART 1, SUBPART D AMENDMENT NO. 2 OFFERED 
BY MR. FORTENBERRY 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The pending 
business is the demand for a recorded 
vote on the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Nebraska (Mr. 
FORTENBERRY) on which further pro-
ceedings were postponed and on which 
the ayes prevailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. A recorded 
vote has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The Acting CHAIRMAN. This will be 

a 5-minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 375, noes 29, 
not voting 29, as follows:

[Roll No. 275] 

AYES—375

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Allen 
Baca 
Bachus 
Baker 
Baldwin 
Barrett (SC) 
Barrow 
Bartlett (MD) 
Barton (TX) 
Bass 
Bean 
Beauprez 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Biggert 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (NY) 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blunt 
Boehlert 
Bonilla 
Bonner 
Boozman 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boustany 
Boyd 
Bradley (NH) 
Brady (PA) 
Brady (TX) 
Brown (OH) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Butterfield 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp 
Cannon 
Cantor 
Capito 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardin 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carson 
Carter 
Case 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chandler 
Chocola 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Coble 
Cole (OK) 

Conaway 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Cox 
Cramer 
Crenshaw 
Crowley 
Cubin 
Culberson 
Cummings 
Cunningham 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (KY) 
Davis (TN) 
Davis, Jo Ann 
Deal (GA) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
DeLauro 
DeLay 
Dent 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Dicks 
Doggett 
Doolittle 
Doyle 
Drake 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Edwards 
Ehlers 
Emanuel 
Emerson 
Engel 
English (PA) 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Evans 
Everett 
Farr 
Fattah 
Feeney 
Ferguson 
Filner 
Fitzpatrick (PA) 
Flake 
Foley 
Forbes 
Ford 
Fortenberry 
Fossella 
Foxx 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gerlach 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gohmert 
Gonzalez 
Goode 

Goodlatte 
Gordon 
Granger 
Green (WI) 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Gutknecht 
Hall 
Harman 
Harris 
Hart 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Herseth 
Higgins 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hostettler 
Hoyer 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Hyde 
Inglis (SC) 
Inslee 
Israel 
Istook 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Jenkins 
Jindal 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 
Jones (OH) 
Kaptur 
Keller 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MN) 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kildee 
Kind 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kirk 
Kline 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kucinich 
Kuhl (NY) 
LaHood 
Langevin 
Lantos 
Larsen (WA) 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Leach 
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Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Lynch 
Mack 
Maloney 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Markey 
Marshall 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy 
McCaul (TX) 
McCollum (MN) 
McCotter 
McCrery 
McGovern 
McHenry 
McHugh 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McMorris 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Melancon 
Menendez 
Mica 
Michaud 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, Gary 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moore (WI) 
Moran (KS) 
Moran (VA) 
Murphy 
Musgrave 
Myrick 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Neugebauer 
Ney 
Northup 
Norwood 
Nunes 
Nussle 
Oberstar 

Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Osborne 
Otter 
Owens 
Oxley 
Pallone 
Pastor 
Pearce 
Pence 
Peterson (MN) 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Price (GA) 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Radanovich 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renzi 
Reynolds 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Ross 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Ryan (WI) 
Ryun (KS) 
Sabo 
Salazar 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sanders 
Saxton 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schwartz (PA) 
Schwarz (MI) 
Scott (GA) 

Sensenbrenner 
Shadegg 
Shaw 
Shays 
Sherman 
Sherwood 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Slaughter 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Snyder 
Sodrel 
Souder 
Spratt 
Stearns 
Strickland 
Stupak 
Sullivan 
Sweeney 
Tancredo 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor (NC) 
Terry 
Thomas 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Tierney 
Turner 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Upton 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walden (OR) 
Wamp 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Weiner 
Weldon (FL) 
Weller 
Westmoreland 
Wexler 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson (NM) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wolf 
Wu 
Wynn 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NOES—29

Clyburn 
Conyers 
Delahunt 
Dingell 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Hastings (FL) 
Jackson (IL) 
Kanjorski 
Kilpatrick (MI) 

Larson (CT) 
Lee 
Lewis (GA) 
McKinney 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Miller, George 
Murtha 
Pascrell 
Paul 

Payne 
Rahall 
Scott (VA) 
Serrano 
Solis 
Towns 
Waters 
Watson 
Woolsey 

NOT VOTING—29

Andrews 
Baird 
Bishop (GA) 
Blumenauer 
Boehner 
Bono 
Brown, Corrine 
Cuellar 
Davis, Tom 
Gillmor 

Gingrey 
Graves 
Hooley 
Issa 
Johnson, E. B. 
McDermott 
Millender-

McDonald 
Pelosi 
Reyes 

Sessions 
Simmons 
Skelton 
Smith (WA) 
Stark 
Taylor (MS) 
Walsh 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weldon (PA) 

b 1353 

So the amendment was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded.
PART 1, SUBPART E, AMENDMENT NO. 1 OFFERED 

BY MR. FLAKE 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The pending 
business is the demand for a recorded 
vote on the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Arizona (Mr. FLAKE) 
on which further proceedings were 

postponed and on which the ayes pre-
vailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. A recorded 
vote has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The Acting CHAIRMAN. This will be 

a 5-minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 366, noes 38, 
not voting 29, as follows:

[Roll No. 276] 

AYES—366

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Allen 
Baca 
Bachus 
Baker 
Baldwin 
Barrett (SC) 
Barrow 
Bartlett (MD) 
Barton (TX) 
Bass 
Bean 
Beauprez 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Biggert 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (NY) 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blunt 
Boehlert 
Bonilla 
Bonner 
Boozman 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boustany 
Boyd 
Bradley (NH) 
Brady (PA) 
Brady (TX) 
Brown (OH) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Butterfield 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp 
Cannon 
Cantor 
Capito 
Capps 
Cardin 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carson 
Carter 
Case 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chandler 
Chocola 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Cole (OK) 
Conaway 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Cox 
Cramer 
Crenshaw 
Crowley 

Cubin 
Culberson 
Cummings 
Cunningham 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (KY) 
Davis (TN) 
Davis, Jo Ann 
Deal (GA) 
DeFazio 
DeLauro 
DeLay 
Dent 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Dicks 
Doggett 
Doolittle 
Doyle 
Drake 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Edwards 
Ehlers 
Emanuel 
Emerson 
Engel 
English (PA) 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Evans 
Everett 
Fattah 
Feeney 
Ferguson 
Filner 
Fitzpatrick (PA) 
Flake 
Foley 
Forbes 
Ford 
Fortenberry 
Fossella 
Foxx 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gerlach 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gohmert 
Gonzalez 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Gordon 
Granger 
Green (WI) 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Gutknecht 
Hall 
Harman 
Harris 
Hart 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Herseth 
Higgins 

Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Holden 
Holt 
Hostettler 
Hoyer 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Hyde 
Inglis (SC) 
Inslee 
Israel 
Istook 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Jenkins 
Jindal 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 
Kanjorski 
Keller 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MN) 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kildee 
Kind 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kirk 
Kline 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kuhl (NY) 
LaHood 
Langevin 
Lantos 
Larsen (WA) 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Leach 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Mack 
Maloney 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Markey 
Marshall 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy 
McCaul (TX) 
McCotter 
McCrery 
McHenry 
McHugh 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McKinney 
McMorris 
McNulty 

Meehan 
Meeks (NY) 
Melancon 
Menendez 
Mica 
Michaud 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, Gary 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moore (WI) 
Moran (KS) 
Moran (VA) 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Musgrave 
Myrick 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Neugebauer 
Ney 
Northup 
Norwood 
Nunes 
Nussle 
Ortiz 
Osborne 
Otter 
Oxley 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Paul 
Pearce 
Pence 
Peterson (MN) 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Price (GA) 

Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Radanovich 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renzi 
Reynolds 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Ross 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Ruppersberger 
Ryan (OH) 
Ryan (WI) 
Ryun (KS) 
Salazar 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sanders 
Saxton 
Schiff 
Schwartz (PA) 
Schwarz (MI) 
Scott (GA) 
Sensenbrenner 
Shadegg 
Shaw 
Shays 
Sherman 
Sherwood 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Slaughter 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 

Snyder 
Sodrel 
Souder 
Spratt 
Stearns 
Strickland 
Stupak 
Sullivan 
Sweeney 
Tancredo 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor (NC) 
Terry 
Thomas 
Thompson (CA) 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Towns 
Turner 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Upton 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walden (OR) 
Wamp 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Weiner 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Westmoreland 
Wexler 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson (NM) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wolf 
Wu 
Wynn 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NOES—38

Capuano 
Conyers 
Davis (IL) 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
Dingell 
Farr 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Hastings (FL) 
Honda 
Jackson (IL) 
Jones (OH) 

Kilpatrick (MI) 
Kucinich 
Larson (CT) 
Lee 
Lewis (GA) 
McCollum (MN) 
McGovern 
Meek (FL) 
Miller, George 
Nadler 
Oberstar 
Olver 
Owens 

Payne 
Rush 
Sabo 
Schakowsky 
Scott (VA) 
Serrano 
Solis 
Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 
Watson 
Watt 
Woolsey 

NOT VOTING—29

Andrews 
Baird 
Bishop (GA) 
Blumenauer 
Boehner 
Bono 
Brown, Corrine 
Cuellar 
Davis, Tom 
Gillmor 

Gingrey 
Graves 
Hooley 
Issa 
Johnson, E. B. 
Kaptur 
Lynch 
McDermott 
Millender-

McDonald 

Obey 
Pelosi 
Reyes 
Sessions 
Simmons 
Skelton 
Stark 
Taylor (MS) 
Walsh 
Waxman 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIRMAN 

The Acting CHAIRMAN (during the 
vote). Members are advised 2 minutes 
remain in this vote.

b 1400 

Mr. NADLER and Mr. THOMPSON of 
Mississippi changed their vote from 
‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’ 

So the amendment was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded.
PART 2, AMENDMENT NO. 1 OFFERED BY MR. 

CHABOT 

The Acting CHAIRMAN (Mr. SIMP-
SON). The pending business is the de-
mand for a recorded vote on amend-
ment No. 1 printed in Part 2 of House 
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Report 109–132 offered by the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. CHABOT) on 
which further proceedings were post-
poned and on which the ayes prevailed 
by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. A recorded 
vote has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The Acting CHAIRMAN. This will be 

a 5-minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 405, noes 2, 
not voting 26, as follows:

[Roll No. 277] 

AYES—405

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Allen 
Baca 
Bachus 
Baker 
Baldwin 
Barrett (SC) 
Barrow 
Bartlett (MD) 
Barton (TX) 
Bass 
Bean 
Beauprez 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Biggert 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (NY) 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blunt 
Boehlert 
Bonilla 
Bonner 
Boozman 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boustany 
Boyd 
Bradley (NH) 
Brady (PA) 
Brady (TX) 
Brown (OH) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Butterfield 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp 
Cannon 
Cantor 
Capito 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardin 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carson 
Carter 
Case 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chandler 
Chocola 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Cole (OK) 
Conaway 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 

Costello 
Cox 
Cramer 
Crenshaw 
Crowley 
Cubin 
Culberson 
Cummings 
Cunningham 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (KY) 
Davis (TN) 
Davis, Jo Ann 
Deal (GA) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
DeLay 
Dent 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Doolittle 
Doyle 
Drake 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Edwards 
Ehlers 
Emanuel 
Emerson 
Engel 
English (PA) 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Evans 
Everett 
Farr 
Fattah 
Feeney 
Ferguson 
Filner 
Fitzpatrick (PA) 
Flake 
Foley 
Forbes 
Ford 
Fortenberry 
Fossella 
Foxx 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gerlach 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gohmert 
Gonzalez 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Gordon 
Granger 
Green (WI) 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 

Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Gutknecht 
Hall 
Harman 
Harris 
Hart 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Herseth 
Higgins 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hostettler 
Hoyer 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Hyde 
Inglis (SC) 
Inslee 
Israel 
Istook 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Jenkins 
Jindal 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 
Jones (OH) 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Keller 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MN) 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick (MI) 
Kind 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kirk 
Kline 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kucinich 
Kuhl (NY) 
LaHood 
Langevin 
Lantos 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Leach 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 

Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Lynch 
Mack 
Maloney 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Markey 
Marshall 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy 
McCaul (TX) 
McCollum (MN) 
McCotter 
McCrery 
McGovern 
McHenry 
McHugh 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McMorris 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Melancon 
Menendez 
Mica 
Michaud 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, Gary 
Miller, George 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moore (WI) 
Moran (KS) 
Moran (VA) 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Musgrave 
Myrick 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Neugebauer 
Ney 
Northup 
Norwood 
Nunes 
Nussle 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 

Osborne 
Otter 
Owens 
Oxley 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Payne 
Pearce 
Pence 
Peterson (MN) 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Price (GA) 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Radanovich 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renzi 
Reynolds 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Ross 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Ryan (WI) 
Ryun (KS) 
Sabo 
Salazar 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sanders 
Saxton 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schwartz (PA) 
Schwarz (MI) 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Shadegg 
Shaw 

Shays 
Sherman 
Sherwood 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Slaughter 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Sodrel 
Solis 
Souder 
Spratt 
Stearns 
Strickland 
Stupak 
Sullivan 
Sweeney 
Tancredo 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Terry 
Thomas 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Tierney 
Towns 
Turner 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Upton 
Van Hollen 
Visclosky 
Walden (OR) 
Wamp 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Weiner 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Westmoreland 
Wexler 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson (NM) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Wynn 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NOES—2

McKinney Paul 

NOT VOTING—26

Andrews 
Baird 
Bishop (GA) 
Blumenauer 
Boehner 
Bono 
Brown, Corrine 
Cuellar 
Davis, Tom 

Gillmor 
Gingrey 
Graves 
Hooley 
Issa 
Johnson, E. B. 
McDermott 
Millender-

McDonald 

Pelosi 
Reyes 
Sessions 
Simmons 
Skelton 
Stark 
Velázquez 
Walsh 
Waxman 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIRMAN 
The Acting CHAIRMAN (during the 

vote). Members are advised that there 
are 2 minutes remaining in this vote. 

b 1407 

Mr. CONYERS changed his vote from 
‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’ 

So the amendment was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded.
PART 2 AMENDMENT NO. 5 OFFERED BY MR. 

PENCE 
The Acting CHAIRMAN. The pending 

business is the demand for a recorded 
vote on amendment No. 5 printed in 
Part 2 of House Report 109–132 offered 

by the gentleman from Indiana (Mr. 
PENCE) on which further proceedings 
were postponed and on which the ayes 
prevailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. A recorded 
vote has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The Acting CHAIRMAN. This will be 

a 5-minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 281, noes 126, 
not voting 26, as follows:

[Roll No. 278] 

AYES—281

Abercrombie 
Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Bachus 
Baker 
Barrett (SC) 
Barrow 
Bartlett (MD) 
Barton (TX) 
Bass 
Bean 
Beauprez 
Berkley 
Berry 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blunt 
Boehlert 
Bonilla 
Bonner 
Boozman 
Boren 
Boustany 
Boyd 
Bradley (NH) 
Brady (TX) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Butterfield 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp 
Cannon 
Cantor 
Capito 
Cardin 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carter 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chandler 
Coble 
Cole (OK) 
Conaway 
Costa 
Costello 
Cox 
Cramer 
Crenshaw 
Cubin 
Culberson 
Cunningham 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (KY) 
Davis (TN) 
Davis, Jo Ann 
Deal (GA) 
DeFazio 
DeLay 
Dent 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Doolittle 
Doyle 
Drake 
Dreier 
Duncan 

Edwards 
Ehlers 
Emanuel 
Emerson 
Engel 
English (PA) 
Etheridge 
Everett 
Feeney 
Ferguson 
Fitzpatrick (PA) 
Flake 
Foley 
Forbes 
Ford 
Fortenberry 
Fossella 
Foxx 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gerlach 
Gibbons 
Gohmert 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Granger 
Green (WI) 
Green, Gene 
Gutknecht 
Hall 
Harris 
Hart 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Herseth 
Higgins 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Holden 
Hostettler 
Hoyer 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Hyde 
Inglis (SC) 
Istook 
Jenkins 
Jindal 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 
Keller 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MN) 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kline 
Knollenberg 
Kuhl (NY) 
LaHood 
Langevin 
Lantos 
Latham 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 

Linder 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Lynch 
Mack 
Maloney 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy 
McCaul (TX) 
McCotter 
McCrery 
McHenry 
McHugh 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McMorris 
Melancon 
Menendez 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moore (WI) 
Moran (KS) 
Murphy 
Musgrave 
Myrick 
Napolitano 
Neugebauer 
Ney 
Northup 
Norwood 
Nunes 
Nussle 
Osborne 
Otter 
Oxley 
Pearce 
Pence 
Peterson (MN) 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Price (GA) 
Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Radanovich 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renzi 
Reynolds 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
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Ross 
Rothman 
Royce 
Ruppersberger 
Ryan (OH) 
Ryan (WI) 
Ryun (KS) 
Salazar 
Saxton 
Schiff 
Schwartz (PA) 
Schwarz (MI) 
Scott (GA) 
Sensenbrenner 
Shadegg 
Shaw 
Shays 
Sherwood 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simpson 

Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Sodrel 
Souder 
Spratt 
Stearns 
Strickland 
Sullivan 
Sweeney 
Tancredo 
Tanner 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Terry 
Thomas 
Thompson (CA) 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Turner 
Udall (CO) 

Udall (NM) 
Upton 
Visclosky 
Walden (OR) 
Wamp 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Weiner 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson (SC) 
Wolf 
Wu 
Wynn 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NOES—126

Ackerman 
Allen 
Baca 
Baldwin 
Becerra 
Berman 
Biggert 
Bishop (NY) 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Brady (PA) 
Brown (OH) 
Capps 
Capuano 
Carson 
Case 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Crowley 
Cummings 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Eshoo 
Evans 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Gilchrest 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Green, Al 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Harman 

Hastings (FL) 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Holt 
Honda 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Jones (OH) 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick (MI) 
Kind 
Kirk 
Kolbe 
Kucinich 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
LaTourette 
Leach 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Markey 
Marshall 
McCollum (MN) 
McGovern 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Michaud 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Moran (VA) 
Murtha 

Nadler 
Neal (MA) 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Paul 
Payne 
Price (NC) 
Rahall 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Sabo 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sanders 
Schakowsky 
Scott (VA) 
Serrano 
Sherman 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Solis 
Stupak 
Tauscher 
Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 
Towns 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Wexler 
Wilson (NM) 
Woolsey 

NOT VOTING—26

Andrews 
Baird 
Bishop (GA) 
Blumenauer 
Boehner 
Bono 
Brown, Corrine 
Chocola 
Cuellar 
Davis, Tom 

Gillmor 
Gingrey 
Graves 
Hooley 
Issa 
Johnson, E. B. 
McDermott 
Millender-

McDonald 
Pelosi 

Reyes 
Sessions 
Simmons 
Skelton 
Stark 
Walsh 
Waxman 

b 1414 

So the amendment was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded.
PART 2, AMENDMENT NO. 9 OFFERED BY MR. 

GOHMERT 
The Acting CHAIRMAN (Mr. SIMP-

SON). The pending business is the de-
mand for a recorded vote on the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. GOHMERT) on which 
further proceedings were postponed and 
on which the noes prevailed by voice 
vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. A recorded 
vote has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The Acting CHAIRMAN. This will be 

a 5-minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 108, noes 297, 
not voting 28, as follows:

[Roll No. 279] 

AYES—108

Akin 
Alexander 
Baker 
Barrett (SC) 
Bartlett (MD) 
Barton (TX) 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (UT) 
Blunt 
Brady (TX) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Buyer 
Cannon 
Cantor 
Capito 
Carter 
Chabot 
Coble 
Conaway 
Culberson 
Davis (KY) 
Davis, Jo Ann 
Deal (GA) 
DeLay 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Doolittle 
Drake 
Duncan 
Emerson 
Feeney 
Foley 
Forbes 
Foxx 

Franks (AZ) 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gibbons 
Gohmert 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Green, Gene 
Hall 
Hart 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Herger 
Hostettler 
Hulshof 
Jenkins 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 
Keller 
Kelly 
King (IA) 
Kingston 
LaTourette 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
Lucas 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
McCaul (TX) 
McCrery 
McHenry 
McKeon 
McMorris 
Mica 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Moran (KS) 

Musgrave 
Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Ney 
Norwood 
Otter 
Paul 
Peterson (PA) 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe 
Pombo 
Price (GA) 
Rehberg 
Rohrabacher 
Royce 
Ryun (KS) 
Sensenbrenner 
Shadegg 
Shuster 
Smith (TX) 
Sodrel 
Stearns 
Sullivan 
Tancredo 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Wamp 
Weldon (FL) 
Westmoreland 
Wilson (SC) 
Young (AK) 

NOES—297

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Aderholt 
Allen 
Baca 
Bachus 
Baldwin 
Barrow 
Bass 
Bean 
Beauprez 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Biggert 
Bishop (NY) 
Blackburn 
Boehlert 
Bonilla 
Bonner 
Boozman 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boustany 
Boyd 
Bradley (NH) 
Brady (PA) 
Brown (OH) 
Butterfield 
Calvert 
Camp 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardin 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carson 
Case 
Castle 
Chandler 

Chocola 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cole (OK) 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Cox 
Cramer 
Crenshaw 
Crowley 
Cubin 
Cummings 
Cunningham 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (TN) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Dent 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Doyle 
Dreier 
Edwards 
Ehlers 
Emanuel 
Engel 
English (PA) 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Evans 
Everett 
Farr 
Fattah 

Ferguson 
Filner 
Fitzpatrick (PA) 
Flake 
Ford 
Fortenberry 
Fossella 
Frank (MA) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Gerlach 
Gilchrest 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Granger 
Green (WI) 
Green, Al 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Gutknecht 
Harman 
Harris 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hensarling 
Herseth 
Higgins 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Hunter 
Hyde 
Inglis (SC) 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 

Jackson-Lee 
(TX) 

Jefferson 
Jindal 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (IL) 
Jones (OH) 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy (MN) 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick (MI) 
Kind 
King (NY) 
Kirk 
Kline 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kucinich 
Kuhl (NY) 
LaHood 
Langevin 
Lantos 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Latham 
Leach 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Lynch 
Mack 
Maloney 
Markey 
Marshall 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy 
McCollum (MN) 
McCotter 
McGovern 
McHugh 
McIntyre 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Melancon 
Menendez 
Michaud 
Miller (FL) 

Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moore (WI) 
Moran (VA) 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Northup 
Nunes 
Nussle 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Osborne 
Owens 
Oxley 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Payne 
Pearce 
Pence 
Peterson (MN) 
Petri 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Radanovich 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Regula 
Reichert 
Renzi 
Reynolds 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Ross 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Ryan (WI) 
Sabo 
Salazar 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sanders 

Saxton 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schwartz (PA) 
Schwarz (MI) 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Serrano 
Shaw 
Shays 
Sherman 
Sherwood 
Shimkus 
Simpson 
Slaughter 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Solis 
Souder 
Spratt 
Strickland 
Stupak 
Sweeney 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Terry 
Thomas 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thornberry 
Tierney 
Towns 
Turner 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Upton 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walden (OR) 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Weiner 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Wexler 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson (NM) 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Wynn 
Young (FL) 

NOT VOTING—28

Andrews 
Baird 
Bishop (GA) 
Blumenauer 
Boehner 
Bono 
Brown, Corrine 
Cuellar 
Davis, Tom 
Diaz-Balart, L. 

Gillmor 
Gingrey 
Graves 
Hooley 
Issa 
Istook 
Johnson, E. B. 
Kennedy (RI) 
McDermott 

Millender-
McDonald 

Pelosi 
Reyes 
Sessions 
Simmons 
Skelton 
Stark 
Walsh 
Waxman 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIRMAN 
The Acting CHAIRMAN (during the 

vote). Members are advised there are 2 
minutes remaining in this vote. 

b 1420 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded.
PART 2, AMENDMENT NO. 12 OFFERED BY MR. 

STEARNS 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The pending 
business is the demand for a recorded 
vote on the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Florida (Mr. STEARNS) 
on which further proceedings were 
postponed and on which the noes pre-
vailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment. 
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RECORDED VOTE 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. A recorded 
vote has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The Acting CHAIRMAN. This will be 

a 5-minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 100, noes 306, 
not voting 27, as follows:

[Roll No. 280] 

AYES—100

Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Bachus 
Baker 
Barrett (SC) 
Bartlett (MD) 
Barton (TX) 
Beauprez 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Boozman 
Boustany 
Brown (SC) 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Buyer 
Cannon 
Carter 
Chabot 
Coble 
Davis, Jo Ann 
Deal (GA) 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Doolittle 
Drake 
Duncan 
Emerson 
Feeney 
Foley 
Forbes 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Garrett (NJ) 

Gibbons 
Gohmert 
Goode 
Green (WI) 
Green, Gene 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Herger 
Hostettler 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Istook 
Jenkins 
Jindal 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 
Keller 
King (IA) 
Kingston 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
Lucas 
Lynch 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
McCaul (TX) 
McCrery 
McHenry 
McKeon 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Moran (KS) 

Musgrave 
Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Ney 
Norwood 
Otter 
Paul 
Petri 
Platts 
Pombo 
Price (GA) 
Radanovich 
Rehberg 
Renzi 
Rogers (AL) 
Rohrabacher 
Royce 
Ryun (KS) 
Sensenbrenner 
Shuster 
Souder 
Stearns 
Sullivan 
Tancredo 
Taylor (MS) 
Terry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Wamp 
Weldon (FL) 
Westmoreland 
Wilson (SC) 

NOES—306

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Allen 
Baca 
Baldwin 
Barrow 
Bass 
Bean 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (NY) 
Blunt 
Boehlert 
Bonilla 
Bonner 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boyd 
Bradley (NH) 
Brady (PA) 
Brady (TX) 
Brown (OH) 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Butterfield 
Calvert 
Camp 
Cantor 
Capito 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardin 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carson 
Case 
Castle 
Chandler 
Chocola 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cole (OK) 
Conaway 

Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Cox 
Cramer 
Crenshaw 
Crowley 
Cubin 
Culberson 
Cummings 
Cunningham 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (KY) 
Davis (TN) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
DeLay 
Dent 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Doyle 
Dreier 
Edwards 
Ehlers 
Emanuel 
Engel 
English (PA) 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Evans 
Everett 
Farr 
Fattah 
Ferguson 
Filner 
Fitzpatrick (PA) 
Flake 
Ford 
Fortenberry 
Fossella 

Frank (MA) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Gerlach 
Gilchrest 
Gonzalez 
Goodlatte 
Gordon 
Granger 
Green, Al 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Gutknecht 
Hall 
Harman 
Harris 
Hart 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hensarling 
Herseth 
Higgins 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Hyde 
Inglis (SC) 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (IL) 
Jones (OH) 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MN) 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick (MI) 
Kind 

King (NY) 
Kirk 
Kline 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kucinich 
Kuhl (NY) 
LaHood 
Langevin 
Lantos 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Leach 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Mack 
Maloney 
Markey 
Marshall 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy 
McCollum (MN) 
McCotter 
McGovern 
McHugh 
McIntyre 
McKinney 
McMorris 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Melancon 
Menendez 
Mica 
Michaud 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moore (WI) 
Moran (VA) 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Nadler 

Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Northup 
Nunes 
Nussle 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Osborne 
Owens 
Oxley 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Payne 
Pearce 
Pence 
Peterson (MN) 
Peterson (PA) 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Poe 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Regula 
Reichert 
Reynolds 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Ross 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Ryan (WI) 
Sabo 
Salazar 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sanders 
Saxton 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schwartz (PA) 
Schwarz (MI) 
Scott (GA) 

Scott (VA) 
Serrano 
Shadegg 
Shaw 
Shays 
Sherman 
Sherwood 
Shimkus 
Simpson 
Slaughter 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Sodrel 
Solis 
Spratt 
Strickland 
Stupak 
Sweeney 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor (NC) 
Thomas 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thornberry 
Tierney 
Towns 
Turner 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Upton 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walden (OR) 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Weiner 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Wexler 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson (NM) 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Wynn 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NOT VOTING—27

Andrews 
Baird 
Biggert 
Bishop (GA) 
Blumenauer 
Boehner 
Bono 
Brown, Corrine 
Cuellar 
Davis, Tom 

Gillmor 
Gingrey 
Graves 
Hooley 
Issa 
Johnson, E. B. 
Kennedy (RI) 
McDermott 
Millender-

McDonald 

Pelosi 
Reyes 
Sessions 
Simmons 
Skelton 
Stark 
Walsh 
Waxman 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIRMAN 

The Acting CHAIRMAN (during the 
vote). Members are advised there are 2 
minutes remaining in this vote. 
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So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded.
PART 2, AMENDMENT NO. 13 IN THE NATURE OF A 

SUBSTITUTE OFFERED BY MR. LANTOS 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The pending 
business is the demand for a recorded 
vote on the amendment in the nature 
of a substitute offered by the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. LANTOS) 
on which further proceedings were 
postponed and on which the noes pre-
vailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. A recorded 
vote has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The Acting CHAIRMAN. This will be 

a 5-minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 190, noes 216, 
not voting 27, as follows:

[Roll No. 281] 

AYES—190

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Allen 
Baca 
Baldwin 
Barrow 
Bass 
Bean 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Bishop (NY) 
Boehlert 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boyd 
Brady (PA) 
Brown (OH) 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardin 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carson 
Case 
Castle 
Chandler 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Cramer 
Crowley 
Cummings 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (TN) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Ehlers 
Emanuel 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Evans 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Ford 
Frank (MA) 

Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Gutierrez 
Harman 
Hastings (FL) 
Herseth 
Higgins 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Inglis (SC) 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Johnson (CT) 
Jones (OH) 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick (MI) 
Kind 
Kucinich 
LaHood 
Langevin 
Lantos 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Leach 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lynch 
Maloney 
Markey 
Marshall 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy 
McCollum (MN) 
McGovern 
McIntyre 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Melancon 
Menendez 
Michaud 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moore (WI) 
Moran (VA) 

Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Payne 
Pomeroy 
Price (NC) 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Ross 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Sabo 
Salazar 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sanders 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schwartz (PA) 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Serrano 
Shays 
Sherman 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Solis 
Spratt 
Strickland 
Stupak 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 
Towns 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Weiner 
Wexler 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Wynn 

NOES—216

Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Bachus 
Baker 
Barrett (SC) 
Bartlett (MD) 
Barton (TX) 
Beauprez 
Biggert 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blunt 
Bonilla 
Bonner 
Boozman 

Boustany 
Bradley (NH) 
Brady (TX) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp 
Cannon 
Cantor 
Capito 
Carter 
Chabot 
Chocola 

Coble 
Cole (OK) 
Conaway 
Cox 
Crenshaw 
Cubin 
Culberson 
Cunningham 
Davis (KY) 
Davis, Jo Ann 
Deal (GA) 
DeLay 
Dent 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Doolittle 
Drake 
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Dreier 
Duncan 
Emerson 
English (PA) 
Everett 
Feeney 
Ferguson 
Fitzpatrick (PA) 
Flake 
Foley 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Fossella 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gerlach 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gohmert 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Granger 
Green (WI) 
Grijalva 
Gutknecht 
Hall 
Harris 
Hart 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Hostettler 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Hyde 
Istook 
Jenkins 
Jindal 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 
Keller 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MN) 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kirk 

Kline 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kuhl (NY) 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
LoBiondo 
Lucas 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Mack 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
McCaul (TX) 
McCotter 
McCrery 
McHenry 
McHugh 
McKeon 
McKinney 
McMorris 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Moran (KS) 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Musgrave 
Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Ney 
Northup 
Norwood 
Nunes 
Nussle 
Osborne 
Otter 
Oxley 
Pastor 
Paul 
Pearce 
Pence 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe 
Pombo 
Porter 
Price (GA) 
Pryce (OH) 

Putnam 
Radanovich 
Ramstad 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renzi 
Reynolds 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Royce 
Ryan (WI) 
Ryun (KS) 
Saxton 
Schwarz (MI) 
Sensenbrenner 
Shadegg 
Shaw 
Sherwood 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Sodrel 
Souder 
Stearns 
Sullivan 
Sweeney 
Tancredo 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Terry 
Thomas 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Turner 
Upton 
Walden (OR) 
Wamp 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson (NM) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wolf 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NOT VOTING—27

Andrews 
Baird 
Bishop (GA) 
Blumenauer 
Boehner 
Bono 
Brown, Corrine 
Cuellar 
Davis, Tom 
Gillmor 

Gingrey 
Graves 
Hooley 
Issa 
Johnson, E. B. 
Kennedy (RI) 
McDermott 
Millender-

McDonald 
Pelosi 

Peterson (MN) 
Reyes 
Sessions 
Simmons 
Skelton 
Stark 
Walsh 
Waxman 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIRMAN 
The Acting CHAIRMAN (Mr. SIMP-

SON) (during the vote). There are 2 min-
utes remaining in this vote. 
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Mr. BOEHLERT changed his vote 
from ‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’ 

So the amendment in the nature of a 
substitute was rejected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded.

The Acting CHAIRMAN. There being 
no further amendments, the question is 
on the committee amendment in the 
nature of a substitute, as amended. 

The committee amendment in the 
nature of a substitute, as amended, was 
agreed to.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong 
opposition to H.R. 2745. There is a need for 
reform at the United Nations. No one dis-
agrees with that, but the legislation before the 
House is an extreme and deeply flawed bill 
that would actually set back our efforts to 

strengthen and improve this important institu-
tion. 

The problem with the amendment is its 
complete lack of flexibility. It requires the 
United States to withhold 50 percent of our 
dues if 32 of 39 specific goals are not met by 
2007. Furthermore, 14 of those goals are 
mandatory, and if a single one is not met, our 
dues are withheld. Such a rigid approach 
weakens the Bush Administration’s hand in 
negotiating the changes that we all agree are 
necessary there. 

I want to quote from a June 14 letter to 
Speaker HASTERT and Leader PELOSI from 
eight former U.S. Ambassadors to the United 
Nations. These ambassadors served in Re-
publican and Democratic administrations alike, 
range broadly in their political persuasions, 
and include President Bush’s most recent Am-
bassador to the U.N., John Danforth, as well 
as Madeleine Albright, Richard Holbrooke, 
Jeane Kirkpatrick, Donald McHenry, Thomas 
Pickering, Bill Richardson and Andrew Young. 

In their letter, they write that ‘‘withholding 
U.S. dues to the U.N. threatens to undermine 
our leadership and effectiveness at the U.N. 
and the reform effort itself—as well as the 
U.N.’s ability to take on responsibilities critical 
to protecting our national security. . . . Re-
forming the United Nations is the right goal. 
Withholding our dues to the U.N. is the wrong 
methodology.’’ 

These distinguished former ambassadors go 
on to assert that, ‘‘Withholding U.S. dues to 
the United Nations may sound like smart pol-
icy but would be counterproductive at this 
time. . . . It would create resentment, build 
animosity and actually strengthen opponents 
of reform.’’

For these reasons, I will vote for the sub-
stitute offered by Ranking Member LANTOS. 
The Lantos substitute would give Secretary of 
State Rice the tools and flexibility needed to 
bring about reform at the United Nations. 

Let me conclude by saying that the bill be-
fore the House is a perfect example of how 
the priorities of the Majority are out of step 
with the needs of the country. It is simply 
amazing that the House is debating this bill—
a bill that the President would almost certainly 
veto if it ever reached him—when there are so 
many more important and unmet needs that 
the House has yet to address and could effec-
tively address. 

Millions of manufacturing jobs have left the 
United States over the last four years, and 
more jobs are leaving every day. The cost of 
gasoline remains near record highs, yet we 
still have no strategy to deal with it. Over 40 
million Americans have no health insurance, 
and the cost of health insurance for all Ameri-
cans continues to rise. These are the issues 
that the American people need us to address. 

I urge my colleagues to oppose this flawed 
and unbalanced bill.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise to oppose the United Nations Re-
form Act of 2005 as it is currently constituted. 
This legislation sends the signal to the world 
that our Nation has a disdain for the United 
Nations and I for one cannot support that idea. 

There are many instances in which the U.N. 
has been instrumental in furthering U.S. for-
eign policy objectives. In the past year alone, 
the U.N. helped organize parliamentary elec-
tions in Iraq, reconstruction efforts following 
the Indian Ocean tsunami, and helped medi-
ate the withdrawal of Syrian armed forces 

from Lebanon. A reformed U.N. could be even 
more complementary to U.S. interests abroad, 
but only if the U.S. does not alienate other 
Member States and create animosity in the 
process. The inflexibility of the Hyde legisla-
tion would create resentment among Member 
States, and the automatic withholding of dues 
would cripple the institution. 

Hyde’s unilateral approach to U.N. reform 
promises to thwart the growing international 
consensus for reform, which will be addressed 
by at least 174 nations at the September 
Summit in New York. We need a more flexible 
approach which does not dictate unrealistic 
deadlines for changes or threaten automatic 
withholding of dues, will achieve U.S. goals 
without causing widespread resentment 
among Member States whose support we de-
pend on. 

The Hyde bill on U.N. reform contains many 
serious flaws which if implemented would not 
be welcome by the international community. 
Peacekeeping is one such area where this bill 
contains deeply flawed logic. The Hyde bill 
points to peacekeeping reforms that everyone 
agrees are needed. These reforms are in fact 
endorsed by the U.N. Department of Peace-
keeping Operations and in most cases, these 
reforms are already underway to address re-
cent concerns raised about sexual exploitation 
and abuse in peacekeeping missions. How-
ever, the Hyde bill says that starting this fall, 
the U.S. must prevent the expansion of exist-
ing missions or the creation of any new U.N. 
peacekeeping missions until all specified re-
forms are completed and certified by the Sec-
retary of State. The truth is that some of these 
requirements simply cannot be met by the fall, 
true reform takes time. Reforms will require 
careful implementation at the U.N. as well as 
by the 100-plus troop contributing countries, 
and in some cases will require additional U.N. 
staff and funding which of course is not pro-
vided by this legislation. And yet, the Hyde bill 
will likely prevent Security Council resolutions 
to enable the creation or expansion of impor-
tant U.N. missions in places like Darfur in 
Sudan, Haiti, Congo and Afghanistan. We as 
the United States of America have always 
prided ourselves on helping those who cannot 
help themselves, on aiding those who are 
being massacred simply because of who they 
are, but now this bill seeks for our Nation to 
turn a blind eye to these people. We, as the 
109th Congress cannot allow ourselves to be 
the ones who cut off assistance to these des-
perate people. 

Not only does the Hyde bill take a wrong 
approach to peacekeeping, but it will also cre-
ate great problems with the budget at the 
United Nations. The Hyde bill claims to ‘‘pur-
sue a streamlined, efficient, and accountable 
regular assessed budget of the United Na-
tions,’’ yet in reality the approach taken by the 
bill will wreak havoc on the U.N. budget proc-
ess and will result in the automatic withholding 
of U.S. financial obligations to the U.N. regular 
budget. This flawed bill attempts to shift fund-
ing for 18 specific programs from assessed 
contributions to voluntary contributions. To 
achieve these goals, the bill mandates the 
withholding of up to $100 million in U.S. dues 
to the U.N. regular budget. While this idea 
may have merit, the U.S. should work with its 
allies to advance it through the Budget Com-
mittee at the U.N. instead of starting from the 
point of withholding dues, which should be our 
Nation’s last resort. Furthermore, the Hyde 
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proposal links 50 percent of U.N. dues to a list 
of 39 conditions, not only at the U.N. Secre-
tariat, but also at various U.N. specialized 
agencies over which the U.N. has no direct 
control. All of this will create a new U.S. debt 
at the U.N., since many of the conditions are 
so rigid and specific that they are not achiev-
able. In the end, all that any of this will do is 
create resentment towards the United States 
in the international community. As the Wash-
ington Post editorialized, ‘‘This is like using a 
sledgehammer to drive a nail into an antique 
table: Even if you’re aiming at the right nail, 
you’re going to cause damage.’’ 

The Hyde bill also calls for certain steps 
supported by the U.N. and the U.S., such as 
the strengthening of the U.N. oversight func-
tion, the creation of a Peacebuilding Commis-
sion, and reforms in U.N. peacekeeping. How-
ever, it calls for these reforms to be funded 
solely within existing resources. If the U.S. 
withholds dues as this bill calls for, even less 
funding will be available to support these re-
forms. This bill also calls for the creation of 
new positions in several departments, includ-
ing the Office of Internal Oversight Services 
and the Department of Peacekeeping Oper-
ations, without allowing resources to fund 
these positions. 

Clearly, too many of the provisions of the 
Hyde U.N. reform bill will only cause resent-
ment against the United States in the inter-
national community. Achieving reform by con-
sensus in a body with 191 members is dif-
ficult, but this is not in itself a reason to by-
pass the consensus building process. The 
more Member States that are engaged in 
achieving reform, the more legitimate and ef-
fective the changes will be. The U.S. should 
lead the way by actively promoting a tough re-
form agenda and retaining the threat of with-
holding dues as a last resort. Reform should 
not, however, be a crusade led by the U.S. 
against the institution and its Member States. 
Unfortunately, this bill on U.N. reform will not 
lead to reform, but only to the weakening of 
the United Nations. With great respect for 
Chairman HYDE and his intent I regretfully will 
have to oppose H.R. 2745.

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. Mr. Chairman, I re-
gret that I cannot vote for this bill. 

I am not opposed to the ostensible purpose 
of the bill—in fact, I share the view that the 
United Nations needs to be improved so it can 
better carry out its indispensable role. 

The U.N. is a critically important body that 
has taken on many of the world’s problems 
and solved them—problems such as poverty, 
disease, and international disputes. And the 
U.S. has benefited from U.N. actions. Just re-
cently, the U.N. helped with elections in Af-
ghanistan and Iraq and helped negotiate the 
withdrawal of Syrian forces from Lebanon. 

But it has serious problems, as exemplified 
by the oil-for-food scandal and offenses com-
mitted by U.N. peacekeeping forces. 

So, I support U.N. reform—but I cannot sup-
port the approach the bill takes toward achiev-
ing that objective. 

The bill would require the Secretary of State 
to push for reforms at the U.N. in the areas of 
budgeting, oversight and accountability, 
peacekeeping, and human rights. That is 
something that needs to be done. But if the 
Secretary of State cannot certify that the re-
forms have been achieved, starting in 2007, 
the Secretary would be required to withhold 50 
percent of the U.S. assessed contributions to 

the U.N.’s regular budget. The assessed U.S. 
contributions are estimated at $362 million for 
2005, and $439 million for 2006. 

I think such a punitive and unilateral ap-
proach to reform will not work. I think its pri-
mary result would be to further isolate the 
United States while at the same time actually 
undermining ongoing efforts at reform and po-
tentially jeopardizing the U.N.’s ability to focus 
on global threats and work toward greater 
global stability. 

The substitute proposed by Representatives 
LANTOS and SHAYS would have been a better 
approach, and I regret that it was not adopted. 

As it stands, the bill is problematic on a 
number of fronts. First, it would mandate with-
holding of dues from programs that do not get 
moved from the U.N.’s assessed budget to a 
system of voluntary contribution, a goal un-
likely to be achieved. 

Also, it would require the United States to 
veto Security Council resolutions establishing 
any new U.N. peacekeeping missions—includ-
ing involvement in a crisis like the one taking 
place in Darfur—until the peacekeeping re-
forms called for by the bill have been com-
pleted. This is like forbidding firemen to re-
spond to a blaze because we are unhappy 
about the way the department is organized 
and financed. I cannot support that. 

The bill would cut U.S. contributions to U.N. 
conferences and public information programs 
by 20 percent unless the overall budgets for 
these programs are cut by 20 percent, and if 
the 20 percent target is not met by 2008, the 
bill would mandate the withholding of 50 per-
cent of U.S. contributions. It also would re-
quire that 50 percent of annual dues be with-
held even if just one of 14 mandatory bench-
marks were not met. These go beyond stern—
they are petulant. Their predictable result is 
not reform, but failure. 

In short, the bill as it stands would simulta-
neously demand reform and make it impos-
sible to achieve. 

The substitute offered by Representatives 
LANTOS and SHAYS would have used carrots 
as well as sticks and would have given much 
greater flexibility to the Secretary of State. 

The substitute included benchmarks very 
much like those in the base bill, but it gave 
flexibility to the Secretary of State to mandate 
the 50 percent cuts to our U.N. dues. Simi-
larly, the substitute did not link the change 
from ‘‘assessed’’ to ‘‘voluntary’’ contributions 
to withholding a portion of our dues, and it 
would have allowed the Secretary of State to 
waive the peacekeeping reform requirements 
if it is determined that a new mission is in the 
U.S. national interest. 

The substitute also included incentives by 
supporting an effort to pay our dues on time, 
an increased U.N. budget for the large number 
of new offices that will be needed to imple-
ment the reforms, a well structured buyout of 
unneeded U.N. personnel, and a contribution 
to the U.N. Democracy Fund. 

The difference between the bill now before 
us and the Lantos-Shays substitute is that 
while the substitute was realistic in the way it 
set out a path toward reform, the majority’s bill 
if fully implemented would effectively destroy 
the chances of achieving an effective and im-
proved U.N. 

Instead of adopting such an approach, the 
United States should engage the U.N. mem-
ber countries in the process of reform and pro-
vide the U.N. with the resources necessary to 

accomplish reforms, rather than alienate the 
global community by threatening to withhold 
dues. 

The Bush Administration itself is opposed to 
this legislation as it stands. I do not often 
agree with them, but I do in this instance and 
I therefore must vote against the bill.

Mr. SULLIVAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
strong support of H.R. 2745, the Henry J. 
Hyde United Nations Reform Act of 2005. 

H.R. 2745 is a common sense piece of leg-
islation that would mandate timely change to a 
United Nations suffering from scandal, mis-
management and abuse. Specifically, it would 
withhold 50 percent of regular assessed budg-
et contributions unless the U.N. enacts 39 
specific budgetary, accountability, and human 
rights-related reforms necessary to providing 
needed transparency to the world body. 

The need for this legislation could not be 
more evident. Over the past few years we 
have witnessed a United Nations mired in 
scandal. The U.N. Oil-for-Food program was a 
glaring failure that served only to benefit a ty-
rant and keep the Iraqi people in a state of de-
spondency and despair. As a result, the Oil-
for-Food program has become the biggest 
scandal in the history of the U.N. and one of 
the greatest financial scandals of modern 
times. 

Scandals involving U.N. peacekeeping oper-
ations have also escalated. In Congo and 
Bosnia, U.N. peacekeepers were accused of 
widespread sexual exploitation and rape of 
refugees, betraying the trust of the very peo-
ple they were there to protect. In Sierra 
Leone, peacekeepers were accused of sys-
tematically raping women. These actions are 
reprehensible in any society and unbecoming 
to an organization whose founding charter is 
dedicated to the promotion and respect for 
human rights and maintaining international 
peace and security. 

In recent years, the U.N. has also abdicated 
their role as a protector of human rights. This 
legislation rightfully prevents some of the 
world’s premier human rights abusers such as 
Cuba, Sudan and Libya from having a seat on 
the U.N. Commission of Human Rights. 

Without H.R. 2745, we will be sending 
American taxpayer dollars to support an inter-
national organization that currently embraces 
mediocrity, corruption and waste as the status 
quo. The United Nations Reform Act will go a 
long way to employ proper checks and bal-
ances to an organization that I believe has lost 
control of both its purpose and mission, and 
no longer adequately represents the United 
States’ interests, nor the interests of democ-
racies around the world. 

It is time for these common sense reforms. 
The American people who pay 22 percent of 
the U.N. dues demand that their tax dollars go 
to an organization that is transparent, and ac-
countable. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge passage of this legisla-
tion.

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Chairman, I rise today 
to thank Mr. HYDE for his distinguished service 
in the House of Representatives and to sup-
port his work to bring accountability and trans-
parency to the United Nations. 

Throughout his career, Mr. HYDE has been 
a promoter and a defender of conservative 
issues, including the rights of the unborn and 
the need for a strong national defense. 

While many of my colleagues are committed 
and dedicated to these issues, my friend from 
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Illinois has truly led by example in how he has 
advocated for conservative policies and cham-
pioned family values. 

He is well known for his consistency and te-
nacity in his beliefs, yet he is well-respected 
within the House by Members of both sides of 
the aisle. He has strongly disagreed with 
Members about issues that evoke emotional 
responses, yet he has maintained his dignity 
and gentlemanly conduct. 

Mr. Chairman. I would like to thank Mr. 
HYDE for his work to increase the credibility of 
the United Nations and to wish him well in his 
retirement. Unfortunately, I was committed to 
attend an event in my district, and I was un-
able to vote for the final passage of the Henry 
J. Hyde United Nations Reform Act of 2005. I 
would like the official record to reflect I support 
this important legislation. 

HENRY, thank you for your service and best 
wishes to you and your family.

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Under the 
rule, the Committee rises. 

Accordingly, the Committee rose; 
and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. PUT-
NAM) having assumed the chair, Mr. 
SIMPSON, Acting Chairman of the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the State 
of the Union, reported that that Com-
mittee, having had under consideration 
the bill (H.R. 2745) to reform the United 
Nations, and for other purposes, pursu-
ant to House Resolution 319, he re-
ported the bill back to the House with 
an amendment adopted by the Com-
mittee of the Whole. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the rule, the previous question is or-
dered. 

Is a separate vote demanded on any 
amendment to the committee amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute? If 
not, the question is on the amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the engrossment and 
third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, and was read the 
third time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the passage of the bill. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Speaker, I demand 
a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 221, noes 184, 
not voting 28, as follows:

[Roll No. 282] 

AYES—221

Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Bachus 
Baker 
Barrett (SC) 
Barrow 
Bartlett (MD) 
Barton (TX) 
Bass 
Beauprez 
Berkley 
Biggert 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 

Blunt 
Bonilla 
Bonner 
Boozman 
Boustany 
Bradley (NH) 
Brady (TX) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp 
Cannon 

Cantor 
Capito 
Carter 
Chabot 
Chocola 
Coble 
Cole (OK) 
Conaway 
Costello 
Cox 
Crenshaw 
Cubin 
Culberson 
Cunningham 
Davis (KY) 
Davis, Jo Ann 

Deal (GA) 
DeLay 
Dent 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Doolittle 
Drake 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Ehlers 
Emerson 
English (PA) 
Everett 
Feeney 
Ferguson 
Fitzpatrick (PA) 
Flake 
Foley 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Fossella 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gerlach 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gohmert 
Goodlatte 
Granger 
Green (WI) 
Green, Gene 
Gutknecht 
Hall 
Harris 
Hart 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Hostettler 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Hyde 
Inglis (SC) 
Istook 
Jenkins 
Jindal 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 
Keller 

Kelly 
Kennedy (MN) 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kirk 
Kline 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kuhl (NY) 
LaHood 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
LoBiondo 
Lucas 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Mack 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Marshall 
McCaul (TX) 
McCotter 
McCrery 
McHenry 
McHugh 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McMorris 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Mollohan 
Moran (KS) 
Murphy 
Musgrave 
Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Ney 
Northup 
Norwood 
Nunes 
Nussle 
Osborne 
Otter 
Oxley 
Pearce 
Pence 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe 
Pombo 

Porter 
Price (GA) 
Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Radanovich 
Ramstad 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Renzi 
Reynolds 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Royce 
Ryan (WI) 
Ryun (KS) 
Saxton 
Schwarz (MI) 
Sensenbrenner 
Shadegg 
Shaw 
Sherwood 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Sodrel 
Souder 
Stearns 
Sullivan 
Sweeney 
Tancredo 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Terry 
Thomas 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Turner 
Upton 
Walden (OR) 
Wamp 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson (NM) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wolf 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NOES—184

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Allen 
Baca 
Baldwin 
Bean 
Becerra 
Berman 
Berry 
Bishop (NY) 
Boehlert 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boyd 
Brady (PA) 
Brown (OH) 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardin 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carson 
Case 
Castle 
Chandler 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Cramer 
Crowley 
Cummings 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 

Davis (FL) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (TN) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Emanuel 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Evans 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Ford 
Frank (MA) 
Gonzalez 
Goode 
Gordon 
Green, Al 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Harman 
Hastings (FL) 
Herseth 
Higgins 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hoyer 

Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Jones (OH) 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick (MI) 
Kind 
Kucinich 
Langevin 
Lantos 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Leach 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lynch 
Maloney 
Markey 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy 
McCollum (MN) 
McGovern 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Melancon 

Menendez 
Michaud 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Moore (KS) 
Moore (WI) 
Moran (VA) 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Paul 
Payne 
Peterson (MN) 
Pomeroy 
Price (NC) 
Rahall 

Rangel 
Reichert 
Ross 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Sabo 
Salazar 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sanders 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schwartz (PA) 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Serrano 
Shays 
Sherman 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Solis 

Spratt 
Strickland 
Stupak 
Tauscher 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 
Towns 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Weiner 
Wexler 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Wynn 

NOT VOTING—28

Andrews 
Baird 
Bishop (GA) 
Blumenauer 
Boehner 
Bono 
Brown, Corrine 
Cuellar 
Davis, Tom 
Gillmor 

Gingrey 
Graves 
Hooley 
Issa 
Johnson, E. B. 
Kennedy (RI) 
McDermott 
Millender-

McDonald 
Pelosi 

Reyes 
Sessions 
Simmons 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Stark 
Tanner 
Walsh 
Waxman 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

PUTNAM) (during the vote). Members 
are advised 2 minutes remain in this 
vote. 

b 1451 

So the bill was passed. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table.
f 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. ISSA. Mr. Speaker, on Friday, June 17, 
2005, I was not in Washington, DC, for votes. 
Had I been present, I would have voted in 
favor of H.R. 2745, the Henry J. Hyde United 
Nations Reform Act of 2005. 

Regarding the amendments, I would have 
voted in favor of the Royce, Fortenberry, Flake 
and Chabot/Lantos amendments, and I would 
have voted against the Pence, Gohmert, 
Stearns and Lantos/Shays amendments.

f 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas. 
Mr. Speaker, due to official business that has 
great importance to residents of the 30th Con-
gressional District of Texas, I was not present 
on June 17, 2005. 

Mr. Speaker, on rollcall No. 274, On Agree-
ing to the Royce of California Amendment 
(House Resolution 2745), had I been present, 
I would have voted ‘‘aye.’’

Mr. Speaker, on rollcall No. 275, On Agree-
ing to the Fortenberry of Nebraska Amend-
ment (House Resolution 2745), had I been 
present, I would have voted ‘‘aye.’’

Mr. Speaker, on rollcall No. 276, On Agree-
ing to the Flake of Arizona Amendment 
(House Resolution 2745), had I been present, 
I would have voted ‘‘aye.’’

Mr. Speaker, on rollcall No. 277, On Agree-
ing to the Chabot of Ohio Amendment (House 
Resolution 2745), had I been present, I would 
have voted ‘‘aye.’’
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Mr. Speaker, on rollcall No. 278, On Agree-

ing to the Pence of Indiana Amendment 
(House Resolution 2745), had I been present, 
I would have voted ‘‘no.’’

Mr. Speaker, on rollcall No. 279, On Agree-
ing to the Gohmert of Texas Amendment 
(House Resolution 2745), had I been present, 
I would have voted ‘‘no.’’ 

Mr. Speaker, on rollcall No. 280, On Agree-
ing to the Stearns of Florida Amendment 
(House Resolution 2745), had I been present, 
I would have vote ‘‘no.’’ 

Mr. Speaker, on rollcall No. 281, On Agree-
ing to the Lantos of California Amendment 
(House Resolution 2745), had I been present, 
I would have voted ‘‘aye.’’ 

Mr. Speaker, on rollcall No. 282, Final Pas-
sage of H.R. 2745, the United Nations Reform 
Act of 2005, had l been present, I would have 
voted ‘‘no.’’ 

f 

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM 

(Mr. HOYER asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I rise for 
the purpose of inquiring of the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. DELAY) regard-
ing the schedule of the week to come. 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOYER. I yield to the gentleman 
from Texas. 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, I appre-
ciate the distinguished whip yielding 
to me. 

Mr. Speaker, Monday the House will 
convene at 12:30 p.m. for morning hour 
debates and 2 p.m. for legislative busi-
ness. We will consider H.R. 2863, the 
Department of Defense Appropriations 
Act for fiscal year 2006, and any re-
corded votes requested will be rolled 
until 6:30. 

On Tuesday, the House will convene 
at 9 a.m. for morning hour debates and 
10 a.m. for legislative business. We ex-
pect to consider several measures 
under suspension of the rules, as well 
as H.R. 2475, the Intelligence Author-
ization Act for Fiscal Year 2006. 

For the rest of the week, the House 
will consider several additional bills 
under a rule: H.J. Res. 10, the Flag 
desecration amendment; the Legisla-
tive Branch Appropriations Act of Fis-
cal Year 2006; and the Departments of 
Labor, Health and Human Services and 
Education Appropriations Act for Fis-
cal Year 2006 some time later in the 
week. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for that information. If 
I may inquire, Mr. Leader, the Labor-
Health bill was marked up yesterday, 
and the legislative branch bill was 
marked up as well. What days does the 
gentleman expect those bills to be on 
the floor? 

Mr. DELAY. First, let me repeat 
what I mentioned in my statement. 
This is rather unusual, but we will be 
considering the Department of Defense 
appropriations bill on Monday after-
noon. We will roll votes until 6:30 p.m., 
but Members should know that we will 

be having very important debate Mon-
day afternoon, including amendments. 

In terms of the rest of the week, I 
would expect us to consider intel-
ligence authorization, Flag amend-
ment, and legislative branch appropria-
tions on Tuesday and Wednesday, and 
Labor-HHS would be reserved for 
Thursday and Friday. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, the Flag 
constitutional amendment is on the 
calendar as well. Within the framework 
of the other bills, would that be left 
until Friday, or when will that be con-
sidered? 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, I would ex-
pect the Flag amendment would follow 
right after the intelligence authoriza-
tion bill, and then legislative branch 
right after that. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, reports in-
dicate that there has now been some 
agreement as it relates to the ability of 
the national intelligence director to 
move personnel. That obviously was a 
problem we had. The gentleman from 
California (Chairman HUNTER) did not 
feel that was appropriate. Apparently, 
there has been some discussion and 
that matter has been resolved. Would 
it be the gentleman’s expectation there 
will be an amendment to the bill be-
cause that provision is still in the bill; 
or do you expect to have a provision in 
the rule itself which would be self-exe-
cuting to remove the constraint from 
the intelligence authorization bill? 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, I think 
that the gentlewoman from California 
(Ms. HARMAN), the gentleman from 
Michigan (Chairman HOEKSTRA), and 
the gentleman from California (Chair-
man HUNTER), and the ranking mem-
ber, the gentleman from Missouri (Mr. 
SKELTON), will be all in sync on that 
particular issue. They have been work-
ing together and working well to come 
to a solution to that. I would imagine 
it would be in a manager’s amendment, 
whatever solution they come to. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, what I un-
derstand the gentleman is saying is 
whatever is agreed to by those three 
will be how it is carried out? 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, as far as I 
have been advised, that is correct. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, two addi-
tional issues: campaign finance legisla-
tion, or Pence-Wynn, and CAFTA. Can 
the leader give us any thoughts as to 
when those might be considered as it 
relates to the July 4 break? 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, as far as 
campaign finance reform legislation, 
we have no plans right now to consider 
any legislation. 

As far as the Central America Free 
Trade Agreement, the President has 
not transmitted any proposed agree-
ment so we will not make any deci-
sions about scheduling until he does. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, lastly, the 
gentleman from Texas (Leader DELAY) 
had to leave early right after the votes 
last week, and the gentleman from 
Missouri (Mr. BLUNT) and I discussed 
that I am concerned, the gentleman is 
concerned, everybody is concerned and 

everybody is talking about it in the pa-
pers, the Committee on Standards of 
Official Conduct is still not staffed and 
unable to proceed. The gentleman has 
expressed concern that that is the case. 
We have expressed concern that that is 
the case. 

We believe, Mr. Leader, that under 
the rules the executive director and 
counsel need to be hired through agree-
ment by both the Republican and 
Democratic members of the Committee 
on Standards of Official Conduct. We 
believe that is what the rules says. 

The impediment it seems, frankly, is 
that the chairman of the Committee on 
Standards of Official Conduct is still 
focused on having his chief of staff, 
who may be an outstanding individual, 
no aspersions whatsoever on his char-
acter or his integrity in working on the 
Committee on Standards of Official 
Conduct, but he has not been selected 
in a bipartisan fashion.

b 1500 
Could the leader advise me, the 

Speaker indicated he thought he ought 
not to get involved, but we appear to 
have an impasse. It seems to me as one 
of the leaders, I would certainly be pre-
pared to work with you, with the 
Speaker, I think the gentlewoman from 
California (Ms. PELOSI) would, in try-
ing to resolve this impasse so we could 
as an institution select bipartisan per-
sonnel that both sides could have con-
fidence in that could then proceed to 
have an operating, effective Ethics 
Committee. I frankly hope we could do 
that. I think both of us and probably 
the entire institution is frustrated by 
the fact that we cannot get by this im-
passe. 

It is, however, from our perspective, 
as the gentleman knows, a very impor-
tant issue because if both sides are 
going to have confidence in the impar-
tiality of investigations, of Repub-
licans or Democrats, it will be because 
both sides participated in and had con-
fidence in those who were selected to, 
from a staff standpoint, proceed with 
those investigations. 

I would be glad to yield to my friend 
for his comments. 

Mr. DELAY. I appreciate the gen-
tleman yielding. The gentleman is cor-
rect in saying that this gentleman is 
very interested in getting the Ethics 
Committee up and running. It is for the 
good of the institution. I do not agree 
with the gentleman in his assessment 
of the rules, because the rules also pro-
vide for other alternatives other than 
what he suggested. 

I have to say that I think it is unfor-
tunate that some—no one that serves 
on the committee am I saying this 
about—that some would use the Ethics 
Committee for political purposes. I 
think it is unfortunate. I think that 
the Democrats that serve on the Ethics 
Committee and the Republicans that 
serve on the Ethics Committee are 
more than capable of coming to some 
resolution. 

The gentleman assumes and suggests 
that the leadership ought to get in-
volved in it. I think the problem is that 
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the leadership has gotten involved in 
it. In the 20 years I have been here, the 
tradition of this institution to main-
tain the integrity of the Ethics Com-
mittee is that leadership should not be 
involved in these matters at the Ethics 
Committee level; that the Ethics Com-
mittee is a bipartisan committee set up 
to function as a bipartisan committee, 
and when leaders start dictating to the 
members on that committee, it under-
mines the credibility of that com-
mittee. 

I would hope that the members of the 
committee could look at alternatives, 
and there have been alternatives sug-
gested and allowed by the rules. For in-
stance, if they can come to no resolu-
tion of one single director, you can 
have codirectors, allowed by the House 
rules. The ranking member can have a 
director hired by him, and the chair-
man can have a director hired by him, 
and the committee can function on the 
staff level as the committee is set up to 
function on the Members level. 

I think the involvement of either 
leaders on both sides of the aisle should 
encourage, publicly or privately, for 
the members of the committee to work 
this out and not be involved in the de-
cision-making, nor the discussion, nor 
negotiations. The leaders should stay 
out of it. I would hope that the Ethics 
Committee would come together and 
work together and function so that 
issues before this House protecting the 
integrity of this House and the credi-
bility of this House as an institution 
can go forward. 

Mr. HOYER. Reclaiming my time, 
the leader and I have a different per-
spective on this. He is correct in that 
observation. First of all, let me say 
that clearly the leadership ought to 
stay out of any determinations or con-
siderations or reference to complaints 
raised or under investigation or deter-
mination by the Ethics Committee. I 
agree with the leader on that. 

I do not agree with the leader on the 
fact that the leadership does not have 
a particular responsibility to ensure 
that the Ethics Committee is oper-
ating, is functioning, is performing the 
responsibilities of ensuring the public 
that we are maintaining the ethics of 
this institution and the democratic 
processes in a transparent and open 
and honest fashion. That is not any dif-
ferent, very frankly, than the leader-
ship appointing the members of the 
Ethics Committee. It does not stay out 
of that. It appoints the members of the 
Ethics Committee on both sides of the 
aisle. It, in fact, removes members 
from the Ethics Committee. The prob-
lem has arisen here where for the first 
time since I can remember as a Mem-
ber of this House, we have an impasse 
and a failure to, in a bipartisan fash-
ion, agree on a single director. 

Mr. Leader, very frankly, I will tell 
you that the initial problem was raised 
and our perspective is that the rules 
were changed to provide for impasse, 
for gridlock, where five people could 
not agree to proceed with the inves-

tigation, and it would not proceed. I 
know we differ on that perspective, but 
that was our perspective. Frankly, for 
whatever reasons, we have now gone 
back to the rules that we believe pro-
vide for proceeding with investigations 
without providing for the possibility of 
partisan gridlock or partisan veto. If 
you had codirectors, which is what has 
been suggested, you have one director 
for the Republicans, one director for 
the Democrats, you provide indirectly 
what you have now abandoned in the 
rule change that you made in January 
and gone back to the old rule. The 
whole purpose of having one director, 
selected in a bipartisan fashion, I sug-
gest to my friend, was to provide and 
to have a confidence level in pro-
ceeding in a way that would provide for 
an effective operation of the Ethics 
Committee. 

Mr. DELAY. If the gentleman will 
yield, I do not agree with anything he 
said, and I appreciate it.

f 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY COMMITTEE 
ON RULES ON AMENDMENT 
PROCESS FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF LEGISLATIVE BRANCH AP-
PROPRIATIONS ACT, 2006 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, the Rules 
Committee may meet next week to 
grant a rule which could limit the 
amendment process for floor consider-
ation of the Legislative Branch Appro-
priations Act for fiscal year 2006. 

Any Member wishing to offer an 
amendment should submit 55 copies of 
the amendment and 1 copy of a brief 
explanation of the amendment to the 
Rules Committee in room H–312 of the 
Capitol by 3 p.m. next Tuesday, June 
21, 2005. Members should draft their 
amendments to the bill as reported by 
the Appropriations Committee on 
Thursday, June 16, 2005, which is ex-
pected to be filed with the House on 
Monday, June 20, 2005. Members are 
also advised that the text should be 
available for their review on the Web 
sites of the Appropriations and Rules 
Committees by Monday, June 20, 2005. 

Members should use the Office of 
Legislative Counsel to ensure that 
their amendments are drafted in the 
most appropriate format, and should 
check with the Office of the Parliamen-
tarian to be certain their amendments 
comply with the rules of the House. 

f 

ADJOURNMENT TO MONDAY, JUNE 
20, 2005 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker I ask 
unanimous consent that when the 
House adjourns today, it adjourn to 
meet at 12:30 p.m. on Monday next for 
morning hour debates. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
PUTNAM). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia? 

There was no objection. 

DISPENSING WITH CALL OF THE 
PRIVATE CALENDAR ON TUES-
DAY NEXT 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the call of the 
Private Calendar be dispensed with on 
Tuesday next. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from California? 

There was no objection. 
f 

DISPENSING WITH CALENDAR 
WEDNESDAY BUSINESS ON 
WEDNESDAY NEXT 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the business 
in order under the Calendar Wednesday 
rule be dispensed with on Wednesday 
next. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from California? 

There was no objection.
f 

DEMOCRATS PLAY HOUSE 

(Mrs. BLACKBURN asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
her remarks.) 

Mrs. BLACKBURN. Mr. Speaker, the 
Washington Post ran an article today 
titled ‘‘Democrats Play House to Rally 
Against the War.’’ 

‘‘Play house,’’ Mr. Speaker. That is 
all the far left leadership seems to 
think about these days. If you have not 
read the article, basically Judiciary 
Committee Democrats are angry they 
are not running the committee and 
they are not the majority, so they are 
playing dress-up. Literally. 

To quote the article, they pretended 
a small conference room was the Judi-
ciary Committee hearing room. The 
ranking member banged a large wooden 
gavel and got the other Members to 
call him ‘‘Mr. Chairman.’’ He liked 
that so much he started calling himself 
‘‘the chairman.’’ 

Mr. Speaker, here we are trying to 
reform the United Nations, trying to 
win the war on terror, and the far left 
leadership in the House is playing pre-
tend. They have pretended winning the 
war on terror would be cost-free, and 
that raising taxes grows the economy. 
They need to stop playing dress-up, and 
they need to join us in moving forward 
on a positive agenda for the American 
people. 

f 

CAFTA 

(Mr. BROWN of Ohio asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, 
quoting from Roll Call, Lawmakers 
who are seeking to trade their votes on 
CAFTA should be forewarned: Such 
deals don’t pan out. 

A Public Citizen report catalogs 
promises made to lawmakers by the 
Clinton and Bush administrations on 
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trade votes from NAFTA to the 2002 
TPA vote. Democratic and Republican 
administrations delivered on only 16 
out of 92 promises; 16 out of 92 prom-
ises. 

On textiles, the report highlights a 
promise made during consideration of 
the 2002 TPA vote to Representatives 
HAYES and MYRICK to hire 72 additional 
Customs inspectors, which was never 
fulfilled. HAYES is leaning against 
CAFTA, but MYRICK this week an-
nounced her support. 

Quoting further from Roll Call: 
That support is partly based on a 

pledge from ROB PORTMAN to seek an 
amendment to CAFTA to help pro-
ducers of pockets and linings, proving 
that textile Members like Myrick seem 
to have learned nothing from the 
record of broken deals. 

Quoting further from Roll Call:
Myrick said she has been assured by Home-

land Security Secretary Chertoff that those 
positions would be filled by 2006.

Mr. Speaker, do not believe the deals 
when they try to buy votes on CAFTA. 

f 

CITRUS COUNTY VETERANS SUP-
PORT FLAGS IN THE CLASSROOM 

(Ms. GINNY BROWN-WAITE of Flor-
ida asked and was given permission to 
address the House for 1 minute and to 
revise and extend her remarks.) 

Ms. GINNY BROWN-WAITE of Flor-
ida. Mr. Speaker, I rise to speak on be-
half of the Citrus County Coalition of 
Veterans. We just this week recognized 
Flag Day. I would like to recognize this 
very special group that provided flags 
to elementary and high schools in Cit-
rus County. 

Why did they do it? Because the Flor-
ida Legislature passed a law that said 
every classroom has to have a flag. 
Many parents were surprised that they 
did not already have flags, but I am 
very proud that in Citrus County, the 
Veterans Coalition, which is a com-
bination of so many veterans organiza-
tions, that they actually stepped up to 
the plate, collected money from their 
members and from the community, and 
that they were able to provide the ap-
propriate flags for the classroom. 

Certainly having a real, tangible flag 
in each classroom will serve as a poign-
ant reminder of the freedoms we enjoy 
in our great Nation. 

Again, I would like to thank the Cit-
rus County Veterans Coalition for their 
efforts to ensure that our school-
children truly understand the meaning 
of the Stars and Stripes. 

f 

RUNAWAY BRIDE STANDS TO 
REAP BONANZA 

(Mr. FOLEY asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
outrage over a reported deal to pay the 
runaway bride, Jennifer Wilbanks, half 
a million dollars. 

Jennifer Wilbanks, purported to have 
been kidnapped, blamed Hispanics, 
worried her parents, cost untold hun-
dreds of thousands of dollars and the 
compassion of millions of Americans 
concerned for her well-being, all in a 
stunt, a stunt that is now going to earn 
her one-half million dollars. This is in-
sane. It is outrageous. 

Police officers, firefighters, Boy 
Scouts and Girl Scouts combing the 
country for this girl that we assumed 
was taken from her family and her fi-
ance shows up in Albuquerque, New 
Mexico, and then apologizes in a tear-
ful manner that she misled people. And 
now we are going to pay her half a mil-
lion dollars. 

This merely increases the likelihood 
that misguided and deranged young 
people will do stupid things in order to 
profit, and we fall prey to their pranks. 
I urge any media source thinking of 
paying her to reject the negotiations 
and treat her like the criminal she is. 

f 

DARK CLOUDS ON HORIZON 

(Mr. TIAHRT asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. TIAHRT. Mr. Speaker, today 
America has the number one economy 
in the world. It is the envy of the 
world. But there are dark clouds in the 
West, and an economic storm is brew-
ing. 

Last year our trade deficit was over 
$670 billion, our Federal deficit was 
over $300 billion, and our economy lost 
many high-quality, high-paying jobs. 
Many in Congress have blamed big cor-
porations for letting profits outweigh 
people. They have called the CEOs 
Benedict Arnold CEOs. 

Mr. Speaker, I think these Members 
are wrong and misguided. There are 
two divisions of costs for those who 
keep and create jobs in America. En-
trepreneurs, small businessmen, small 
businesswomen and CEOs have costs 
they can control and costs they cannot 
control. It is the costs that they can-
not control that have been driven by 
Congress. Barriers have been created 
by Congress over the last generation. 
Good intentions resulting in bad regu-
lation has caused us to lose many of 
our jobs.

b 1515 

Mr. Speaker, I am forming the Eco-
nomic Competitive Caucus to deal with 
these issues by removing these bar-
riers. With my colleagues’ help, we will 
remove the barriers, bring back jobs, 
and make America competitive well 
into the future. 

CONTINUATION OF NATIONAL 
EMERGENCY WITH RESPECT TO 
RISK OF NUCLEAR PROLIFERA-
TION FROM FISSILE MATERIAL 
IN TERRITORY OF RUSSIAN FED-
ERATION—MESSAGE FROM THE 
PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED 
STATES (H. DOC. NO. 109–35) 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

MARCHANT) laid before the House the 
following message from the President 
of the United States; which was read 
and, together with the accompanying 
papers, without objection, referred to 
the Committee on International Rela-
tions and ordered to be printed:
To the Congress of the United States: 

Section 202(d) of the National Emer-
gencies Act (50 U.S.C. 1622(d)) provides 
for the automatic termination of a na-
tional emergency unless, prior to the 
anniversary date of its declaration, the 
President publishes in the Federal Reg-
ister and transmits to the Congress a 
notice stating that the emergency is to 
continue in effect beyond the anniver-
sary date. In accordance with this pro-
vision, I have sent the enclosed notice 
to the Federal Register for publication, 
stating that the emergency declared 
with respect to the accumulation of a 
large volume of weapons-usable fissile 
material in the territory of the Rus-
sian Federation is to continue beyond 
June 21, 2005. The most recent notice 
continuing this emergency was pub-
lished in the Federal Register on June 
18, 2004 (69 FR 34047). 

It remains a major national security 
goal of the United States to ensure 
that fissile material removed from 
Russian nuclear weapons pursuant to 
various arms control and disarmament 
agreements is dedicated to peaceful 
uses, subject to transparency meas-
ures, and protected from diversion to 
activities of proliferation concern. The 
accumulation of a large volume of 
weapons-usable fissile material in the 
territory of the Russian Federation 
continues to pose an unusual and ex-
traordinary threat to the national se-
curity and foreign policy of the United 
States. For this reason, I have deter-
mined that it is necessary to continue 
the national emergency declared with 
respect to the accumulation of a large 
volume of weapons-usable fissile mate-
rial in the territory of the Russian 
Federation and maintain in force these 
emergency authorities to respond to 
this threat. 

GEORGE W. BUSH.
THE WHITE HOUSE, June 17, 2005. 

f 

SPECIAL ORDERS 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 4, 2005, and under a previous order 
of the House, the following Members 
will be recognized for 5 minutes each. 

f 

SMART SECURITY AND TORTURE 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. WOOLSEY) 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 
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Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, the way 

we treat our enemies speaks volumes 
about our character as a Nation, and I 
am embarrassed to say that America’s 
treatment of prisoners over the last 
several years does not speak highly of 
our national integrity. 

Since 9/11 and especially over the last 
2 years, news of prisoners being mis-
treated, beaten, sexually assaulted, and 
even killed while in U.S. custody has 
become all too commonplace. Prisoners 
have been tortured in Iraq, Afghani-
stan, and Guantanamo Bay. Consid-
ering the widespread use of torture, no 
one can claim that these are isolated 
incidents, that it is merely the work of 
a few bad apples. 

In fact, Mr. Speaker, I fear there will 
be more appalling news about Amer-
ican abuses of Iraqi people coming. The 
fact that torture occurred in separate 
places and under the command of dif-
ferent interrogators leads me to be-
lieve that a more systemic failure took 
place. 

One could say that the turning point, 
the day torture became a routine tac-
tic employed by the United States, was 
August 1, 2002. That is the day the Jus-
tice Department sent a memo to the 
White House stating that torturing ter-
rorists in captivity ‘‘may be justified.’’ 
It is just not that physical abuse has 
taken place under our watch. That is 
bad enough. What is just as appalling is 
that legal abuses have taken place here 
at home. We have kept people in prison 
for more than 3 years without charging 
them with a crime, and the administra-
tion has affirmed this practice through 
legal memos. 

This approval of torture by the White 
House, the Pentagon, and the Justice 
Department is not only shameful; it 
also endangers the United States. At a 
time when the United States is court-
ing the support of the international 
world, particularly the Arab world, the 
torture of foreign prisoners along with 
our invasion of Iraq gives the world’s 
extremists what they believe to be a le-
gitimate reason to hate the United 
States. There has been no better re-
cruiting tool for al Qaeda than the 
events at Abu Ghraib and in Iraq. 

Mr. Speaker, there must be a better 
way to conduct foreign policy than by 
beating, torturing, and sexually as-
saulting our enemies. The United 
States has other options than to en-
gage in the sadistic practices of tor-
ture. We in the United States are bet-
ter people than that. 

That is why I have reintroduced the 
SMART Security legislation with the 
support of 50 of my colleagues. SMART 
Security is a Sensible, Multilateral, 
American Response to Terrorism for 
the 21st Century; and it will help se-
cure the United States for the future. 
SMART Security will ensure America’s 
security by reaching out and engaging 
the Iraqi people. Instead of rushing off 
to war for the wrong reasons and then 
engaging in torture once we are there, 
SMART Security encourages the 
United States to work with other na-

tions to address the most pressing 
global issues. 

Not every international problem has 
a military answer, and that is why 
SMART Security will prevent ter-
rorism by addressing the very condi-
tions which give rise to terrorism in 
the first place: poverty, despair, re-
source scarcity, and lack of proper edu-
cation. 

The situation in the Middle East re-
quires the best America has to offer. 
SMART Security relies on the very 
best of America: our commitment to 
peace and freedom, our compassion for 
the people of the world, and our capac-
ity for multilateral leadership. This is 
the best way to encourage democracy 
in countries like Iraq. Not through 
wars that cost thousands of unneces-
sary deaths, not by throwing billions of 
dollars at our problems, and certainly 
not by torturing our enemies. 

We have a responsibility to set a 
positive example for the rest of the 
world. We can end this shameful chap-
ter in our Nation’s history by pledging 
that the United States does not con-
done acts of torture. 

To show the world that we mean 
business, we need to create a plan to 
begin bringing home the soldiers serv-
ing in Iraq. By ending the military oc-
cupation of Iraq, we will demonstrate 
that America is committed to peace in 
the Middle East and the rest of the 
world. It is time to start this process. 
We need to start it today.

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. BURTON) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. BURTON of Indiana addressed 
the House. His remarks will appear 
hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.) 

f 

EXCHANGE OF SPECIAL ORDER 
TIME 

Mr. NORWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to take the Special 
Order time of the gentleman from Indi-
ana (Mr. BURTON). 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Georgia? 

There was no objection. 

f 

THE USA PATRIOT ACT AND THE 
BORDERS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr. NORWOOD) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. NORWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I came 
to have a little chat with the Members 
about immigration, and I intend to do 
that. But I cannot help but point out 
from the previous speaker that torture 
means many things. Perhaps the people 
who can best define torture would be 
prisoners of war in Vietnam, in Korea, 
and World War II. And I can say to the 
mothers of America that the people 

that we are accusing of torturing are 
people who want to kill their children 
as fast as they can. I would say to the 
fathers of America that the soldiers we 
are accusing of torturing are people 
that would like to kill their family as 
fast as they can. And I can assure the 
Members, having been in Vietnam, that 
pouring water on somebody, playing 
loud music, and lowering the air condi-
tioner is not torturing anybody. It, 
though, however, may save an Amer-
ican GI. 

Mr. Speaker, like most of the Mem-
bers of the body, on October 24, 2001, I 
voted for the U.S. PATRIOT Act, which 
passed with an overwhelming bipar-
tisan majority of 357 to 66. 

At the time many of us had concerns 
about whether or not the bill crossed 
the line on infringing on our constitu-
tional liberties. We were assured that 
it did not. And when the new protec-
tions against terrorism were in place, 
we could actually see for ourselves that 
it did not. 

So we approved that bill, based on 
the fact that our Nation had just suf-
fered 3,000 dead in New York and Wash-
ington at the hands of illegal immi-
grant terrorists. 

Since then we have put up with li-
brary and bookstore records examined 
by Federal agents. We have endured 
having our personal e-mail scanned by 
intelligence agents. We have seen our 
grandmothers forced to take off their 
shoes at airports, with no probable 
cause other than they have chosen to 
travel. All of these things are aggra-
vating. We have been willing to put up 
with it as patriots if it means we can 
better defend ourselves against another 
9/11. 

But we have also seen nearly 200,000 
American troops sent to war in Iraq 
and Afghanistan, where over 1,800 of 
them have given their lives. 

All the while we have seen the ad-
ministration and the Congress turn a 
blind eye to the continuing hordes of 
millions of illegal immigrants pouring 
across our northern and southern bor-
ders. There is no amount of eaves-
dropping, searches, or overseas mili-
tary actions that will protect us 
against another 9/11 while we leave our 
borders wide open to terrorists with 
suitcase nuclear weapons or biological 
agents. 

We can secure our borders within 
months. We can secure our borders 
within months with a simple executive 
order or an agreement between our bor-
der State Governors and the Secretary 
of Defense. Congressional investigators 
say somewhere between 36,000 and 
48,000 troops would do the job. The Sec-
retary of Border Control and Immigra-
tion says maybe it will take 50,000. 
Since we are in agreement on needing 
somewhere between 36,000 and 50,000, 
there is no reason not to start deploy-
ing these forces soon. 

And that is just the first step. We 
then need to build up our border patrol 
to a level at which we do not need help 
and we can send our troops back home. 
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We ought to be able to do that over the 
next 5 years, as an adequate number of 
new border patrol agents are trained 
and placed on duty and we get new 
fencing, lighting, sensors, and other 
improvements in place. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to see us 
get to a point where we do not need the 
PATRIOT Act. We can let it quietly ex-
pire as we did with other internal secu-
rity measures enacted during previous 
wars. But I would like for the Speaker 
and this Congress not to ask me to 
vote for any new so-called ‘‘guest 
worker’’ program while this outrage at 
our borders continues. The Members 
can count on me for a ‘‘no’’ vote right 
now. 

When our borders are secure and we 
have absolutely stopped the invasion of 
our Nation by illegal immigrants, then 
and only then can we sit down and dis-
cuss how to solve this problem. 

This week the Minutemen volunteers 
are heading back out into the South-
west desert to do the job the Federal 
Government is supposed to do. I do not 
want them to have to do that. As a 
matter of fact, they do not want to 
have to be doing that. But until Con-
gress starts enforcing the immigration 
laws of this country, they will continue 
in growing numbers. 

Mr. Speaker, protecting Americans 
against terrorists begins with illegal 
immigrants at our borders, not with 
our own citizens here at home.

f 

b 1530 

CENTRAL AMERICAN FREE TRADE 
AGREEMENT NOT GOOD FOR 
AMERICA 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MARCHANT). Under a previous order of 
the House, the gentleman from Ohio 
(Mr. BROWN) is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, 13 
months ago, President Bush signed the 
Central American Free Trade Agree-
ment, a trade agreement among six 
Latin American countries with the 
United States. The gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. DELAY), the most powerful 
Republican Member of the House, said 
last year when the agreement was 
signed in May of 2004 that Congress 
would soon vote on it. We did not. Then 
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. DELAY) 
said we would vote on it before Memo-
rial Day. We did not. Now the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. DELAY) says 
we are going to vote on it before July 
4. I think he means it this time. 

But the reason we have not voted on 
the Central American Free Trade 
Agreement is pretty simple: A major-
ity of Members of this House, Repub-
licans and Democrats, large numbers of 
Members of this House simply do not 
think our trade policy is working. 

Every single trade agreement that 
has come before this Congress that 
President Bush has signed has been 
voted on within 60 days: Morocco, 
Chile, Australia and Singapore. The 

Central American Free Trade Agree-
ment has not been voted on in almost 
13 months because Americans, rep-
resented by their Members of Congress, 
have said we do not like the way our 
trade policy is working. 

Just take a look. In 1992, the year I 
was elected to Congress for the first 
time, our trade deficit, imports versus 
exports, was $38 billion. Last year, 2004, 
our trade deficit was $618 billion. From 
$38 billion to $618 billion in a dozen 
years. 

Now, that is just numbers, that is 
just economics maybe. But look what 
that means. What that really means is 
a huge loss in manufacturing jobs. In 
the last 6 years, for example, the 
States in red are States which have 
lost 20 percent, at least one out of five, 
of their manufacturing jobs: New York, 
222,000; Pennsylvania, 200,000; Ohio, my 
State, 217,000; Michigan, 210,000 lost 
manufacturing jobs alone; Illinois, 
224,000; Mississippi and Alabama to-
gether, 132,000; North Carolina, 228,000. 
The States in blue have lost 15 to 20 
percent, between one out of six and one 
out of five, of their manufacturing 
jobs. Texas, 201,000; California, 354,000 
manufacturing jobs. 

Our trade policy, Mr. Speaker, sim-
ply is not working. The Central Amer-
ican Free Trade Agreement is going to 
be more of the same. It is a dysfunc-
tional cousin of the North American 
Free Trade Agreement, which helped to 
begin this trend of a huge burgeoning 
trade deficit and the continuing loss of 
more manufacturing jobs. 

The President has said he wants us to 
pass the Central American Free Trade 
Agreement and he makes some prom-
ises. The President said the Central 
American Free Trade Agreement will 
mean more jobs for Americans, it will 
mean more manufacturing in the U.S. 
and more exports to the developing 
world, and it will mean an increase in 
the standard of living for all seven 
countries, not just us, but the six coun-
tries in the Central American Free 
Trade Agreement. 

Unfortunately, that is the same 
promise that presidents have made for 
a decade and a half. They promise more 
jobs for Americans, they promise more 
manufacturing exports, they promise a 
higher standard of living in the devel-
oping world. And we end up with this: 
We end up with wages stagnant in the 
developing world, continued poverty in 
Mexico or China or wherever these 
trade agreements are, whichever coun-
tries these trade agreements affect, 
and more lost jobs in the U.S. 

The people that have supported 
CAFTA like to tell us we will start 
selling more products to Guatemala, 
Honduras, Costa Rica, El Salvador and 
Nicaragua. What they do not tell us is 
that people in those countries simply 
cannot afford to buy American prod-
ucts. 

The average wage in the United 
States is $38,000. The average wage in 
El Salvador is $4,800. The average wage 
in Honduras is $2,600. The average wage 

in Nicaragua is $2,300. People in El Sal-
vador cannot buy cars made in Ohio. 
People in the Dominican Republic can-
not buy software from Seattle. People 
in Nicaragua cannot buy textiles and 
apparel from North Carolina. People in 
Honduras cannot buy steel from West 
Virginia or Pennsylvania. 

The fact is, these trade agreements 
are about one thing: These trade agree-
ments are about exporting more U.S. 
jobs, outsourcing more U.S. work. That 
is why the largest companies in this 
country support CAFTA, because they 
want to move more production to these 
countries and continue to pay these 
very low wages instead of these higher 
wages. 

When you see who lines up for this 
agreement, the people who support 
CAFTA are the largest companies in 
the United States. The people who op-
pose CAFTA are religious leaders in 
Central America, religious leaders in 
the United States. The people who sup-
port CAFTA, again, are the largest 
banks and the largest financial institu-
tions in the United States. The people 
who oppose CAFTA are people rep-
resenting workers, the environment, 
people who advocate for food safety. 
The people who support CAFTA are the 
most powerful people in our country. 
The people who oppose CAFTA are Cen-
tral American trade unions and people 
who represent the poorest of the poor 
in Latin America. 

This trade agreement simply will not 
work for Americans. It will mean more 
lost jobs for the United States. It will 
mean more manufacturing going off-
shore. It will mean a higher trade def-
icit with the United States, already 
going from $38 billion to $618 billion in 
just a dozen years. It will mean more 
stagnant wages in Central America. It 
will mean a pulling down of wages in 
the United States. 

The fact is, we can pass a different 
CAFTA. We should defeat the Central 
American Free Trade Agreement and 
we should negotiate a CAFTA with 
labor standards, with protections for 
the environment, with protections for 
food safety. 

Why do we have protections for the 
drug companies, and not workers in 
CAFTA? Why do we have protections 
for Hollywood films, but not for the en-
vironment or food safety? 

Mr. Speaker, when workers in the de-
veloping world can buy American prod-
ucts, not just make them, then we will 
know finally that our trade policy is 
working.

f 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Visitors 
in the gallery should not express ap-
proval or disapproval of House pro-
ceedings.
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NECESSARY REFORMS AT THE 

UNITED NATIONS 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Florida (Ms. GINNY 
BROWN-WAITE) is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Ms. GINNY BROWN-WAITE of Flor-
ida. Mr. Speaker, it is time for Amer-
ica to wake up. The United Nations is 
a mess, riddled with scandals. In fact, 
the U.N. itself is a scandal. The Oil-for-
Food scheme and the sex trafficking by 
U.N. officials in Bosnia and the Congo 
are only two in a long list of egregious 
acts. 

The Oil-for-Food program began as a 
humanitarian plan to soften the sanc-
tions against Saddam Hussein’s Iraq. 
The U.N. would allow Iraq to sell a pre-
determined amount of oil each year, 
provided that the Iraqi government 
used the profits to buy food, medicine 
and other necessities for its citizens. 
Instead, Saddam and his cronies twist-
ed this program. These villains got rich 
while the people of Iraq suffered. U.N. 
Secretary General Kofi Annan’s own 
son benefited from the Oil-for-Food 
program. 

Only after extreme international 
pressure did Secretary Annan appoint 
former Federal Reserve Chairman Paul 
Volcker to investigate the scandal rid-
den program. Volcker’s report found 
grave conflicts of interest in the pro-
gram. 

The real question is, should the U.N. 
be above the law? It is blatantly obvi-
ous that the U.N. considers itself above 
the law of nations and answers to abso-
lutely no one. Secretary Annan has 
said that he will waive diplomatic im-
munity for any U.N. official who has 
done wrong. However, his promise car-
ries little meaning, because which gov-
ernment would prosecute the guilty 
U.N. officials? The officials are not 
U.S. citizens, their offenses did not 
take place on U.S. soil and none of the 
documents in question were required to 
follow U.S. law. There is no vote for 
U.N. leaders and no international ref-
erendum on its policies. The U.N. sets 
its own shabby standards for conduct. 

These are some of the very reasons 
why so many of our constituents op-
pose U.S. membership in the U.N., and 
it is why many fear U.N. efforts to have 
the power to tax, field an army or cre-
ate a court system. Possessing these 
powers would transform the U.N. into a 
global governing body. America must 
draw a line. 

The United States provides large 
sums of money to the U.N. so that 
‘‘business as usual’’ can continue. 
America must no longer blindly follow 
every policy, scheme, international 
conference and peacekeeping mission 
that the U.N. peddles. 

The United Nations’ greatest fear is 
that average Americans will no longer 
tolerate these international scandals 
and demand that America withdraw 
from the international organization. If 
this ever occurred, the U.N.’s thin veil 
of relevance would be completely 
ripped away. 

Let us face it, the U.N. has failed. It 
has failed in its mission to promote 
world peace. While the U.N. claims to 
provide a forum where nations can air 
their differences and avoid the battle-
field, more dictators have terrorized 
nations and more generations have 
been lost to genocide. Instead of re-
moving threats to peace, the U.N. has 
encouraged, actually even nurtured, re-
gimes that wage violence on their 
neighbors and oppress and torture their 
own people. 

Instead of a peaceful, prosperous, sta-
ble trading partner, the U.N. condones 
brutal, murdering dictatorships that 
starve and torture their own people, 
while once-great powers tremble and 
use diplomatic double-talk to ignore 
their responsibilities. Most of these 
international thugs have two things in 
common: Each has a voice and a vote 
in the United Nations. 

The United Nations has come under 
the control of outlaw nations and self-
serving special interest groups. Each 
promotes an agenda to line their pock-
ets with the world’s wealth as they di-
minish the power of the United States 
and enslave the citizens of their Third 
World countries. How else could ter-
rorist states like Libya and Syria have 
served on the U.N.’s Human Rights 
Commission, while Israel is condemned 
time after time? Why else would the 
U.N. refuse membership to a pros-
perous Nation like Taiwan, and give vi-
cious brutes like Zimbabwe’s Robert 
Mugabe a prominent voice at U.N. con-
ferences? 

The U.N. scandals are not isolated in-
cidents. The scandals are ingrained in 
the very structure of the United Na-
tions. The idea that a U.N. Secretary 
General can act as a global representa-
tive or that the U.N. staff can function 
as an honest and effective inter-
national servant is preposterous. 

While the time has come for America 
to wake up, it is also time for Congress 
to act. That is why just today we ap-
proved the United Nations Reform Act 
of 2005. Now it is up to the U.S. Senate 
to follow our lead and demand reforms. 

I applaud the gentleman from Illinois 
(Chairman HYDE) for his hard work to 
finally bring accountability and integ-
rity to the U.N. However, reform in the 
United Nations has been long overdue 
and action must come soon. 

Secretary Annan’s task is clear: 
Bring in the era of integrity and ac-
countability you were charged with, or 
you will lose the United Nations’ single 
largest contributor, the United States.

f 

REEXAMINING THE WAR IN IRAQ 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Oregon (Mr. DEFAZIO) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Speaker, a large 
majority of Members of the United 
States House of Representatives voted 
on October 14, 2002, to allow the Presi-
dent to wage war, probably an extra-
constitutional delegation of authority. 

There was no direct declaration of war, 
yet it was authorized under the War 
Powers Act by this body, so a great 
deal of the responsibility lies here. 

The rationale at the time that was 
frequently mentioned in the weeks 
leading up to the vote was the poten-
tial for mushroom clouds, as men-
tioned by Ms. Rice, Mr. CHENEY, Presi-
dent Bush and others very prominently 
just before the vote in the House, just 
before an election, when Members felt 
great pressure. There was a lot of talk 
about the delivery system of Saddam 
Hussein for his widely believed-to-be-
extensive arsenal of chemical and bio-
logical weapons and links to al Qaeda. 

Now, I attended the briefings, saw 
the thin gruel that was presented to 
Members, and I certainly was not con-
vinced, but I am sure many others 
were, particularly with a picture of a 
UAV, which looked like something 
that could not fly. It had aluminum 
patches riveted on it and it clearly 
could not carry anything. It seemed 
the Air Force guy giving the briefing 
did not think much of it either. Be that 
as it may, a large majority of this 
House bought into that rationale and 
authorized the President to go to war. 

Subsequent to that, revelations 
about ‘‘yellow cake’’ and Niger and 
uranium and the potential for nuclear 
threat was totally dispelled shortly, 
well, actually internally in the admin-
istration before the President used it 
in the State of the Union, but publicly 
after that. 

So much had been dispelled that on 
February 5, 2003, I introduced a resolu-
tion suggesting that Members of Con-
gress had been misled, had not had 
good information, and should recon-
sider this extraordinary delegation of 
war-making authority to the Presi-
dent.

b 1545 

The Congress failed to act, and we 
know what proceeded from then. 

But now, I would believe that a ma-
jority of the Members, not just those of 
us who opposed the war or some who 
now feel that they should not have sup-
ported the war, but a large majority, 
would want to have a full investigation 
of how this happened. How did this all 
happen? Was it the result of a massive 
failure of intelligence? If so, then why 
did the President pin the highest civil-
ian honor, the Medal of Honor, on 
George Tenet, the head of the CIA who 
is now an expensive consultant and liv-
ing in luxury. If he was responsible, 
then maybe he should suffer some con-
sequences. 

Well, that did not happen, but they 
want to blame the intelligence agen-
cies. Now, is it all the intelligence 
agencies? Is it one intelligence agency? 
Is it because of total misinterpretation 
and incompetence by the administra-
tion, or was it selective use, cherry-
picking of intelligence, or was it some-
thing even worse, deliberate manipula-
tion? We do not know. We simply do 
not know. 
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The Senate held one set of hearings 

on the failure of intelligence. They 
promised that after the election they 
would hold yet another set and reveal a 
report on the use of the intelligence. 
They are now refusing to do that with 
an emboldened and enlarged Repub-
lican membership. So we do not know. 
The American people do not know. 
Something that is costing $1 billion a 
day, almost 1,800 American lives, more 
than 10,000 wounded, and we do not 
know exactly why this administration 
took us to war and under what auspices 
they took us to war. 

Now we have a memo, the so-called 
secret Downing Street Memo from 
British intelligence, saying that as 
early as July 2002 that many of these 
facts were known. 

Now, a number of us were disturbed 
by that and we wrote to the President 
on May 5. Mr. Speaker, 122 Members 
have now signed that letter. The Presi-
dent has not even acknowledged the 
letter from 122 duly elected representa-
tives of the United States House of 
Representatives. He should answer that 
letter. 

But, better still, the majority should 
stop stonewalling an investigation. If 
this was all very innocent or if it was 
just the incompetence of the intel-
ligence agencies, then let us find those 
who were responsible. If it is something 
else, let us find those who were respon-
sible. You should not stonewall this 
important information, so that we can 
learn from our mistakes and move for-
ward with more confidence in the Con-
gress and the administration when it 
might come to future threats against 
the United States of America. 

Now, yesterday, we were sent to the 
basement, led by the gentleman from 
Michigan (Mr. CONYERS), because we 
were told there were no rooms avail-
able to hold a hearing on this memo 
and these issues. Unfortunately, it 
turned out that all of the rooms in that 
vicinity, which were much larger, were 
vacant, as were many other hearing 
rooms. 

This Republican leadership should 
have a full and fair and nonpartisan in-
vestigation of how America was led to 
war.

f 

STATE DEPARTMENT REC-
OMMENDS AND GRANTS AGREE-
MENT ON QUESTIONABLE BOS-
NIAN AMBASSADOR APPOINT-
MENT 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MARCHANT). Under a previous order of 
the House, the gentleman from Arizona 
(Mr. FRANKS) is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. FRANKS of Arizona. Mr. Speak-
er, in April of this year, my office ex-
pressed a deep and sincere concern to 
the State Department over agreeing to 
the designation of Bisera Turkovic as 
the new Bosnian Ambassador to the 
United States. At that time, State was 
postured to recommend an agreement 
on this appointment. 

After several discussions, the State 
Department asked me not to go public 
with my concerns because there was a 
pending deal with the Bosnian govern-
ment to send Bosnian troops to Iraq in 
July. In good faith, Mr. Speaker, my 
office agreed not to publicly raise our 
very grave and sincere concerns. 

But, Mr. Speaker, our office was sur-
prised and profoundly disappointed 
when we learned this past Wednesday, 
after literally months, that the State 
Department had granted agreement on 
this outrageous appointment without 
contacting us or informing us in any 
way. 

Mr. Speaker, President Bush has re-
peatedly and strongly stated that in 
this fight against terrorism, that you 
are ‘‘either with us or you are against 
us.’’ Yet, I am beginning to wonder if 
our own State Department is with us. 

Bisera Turkovic is one of the found-
ers of the radical Islamist Muslim SDA 
Party in Bosnia, a party that has had, 
since its foundation, strong links with 
al Qaeda, numerous other terrorist or-
ganizations, and even the intelligence 
mechanisms of Iran. 

In 1939, Bisera Turkovic’s father, 
Alija Izetbegovic, started a group 
called the Young Muslims. After World 
War II, they were prosecuted as Nazi 
war criminals and spent time in prison 
together. Over the years, Dr. Turkovic 
was promoted by Izetbegovic and then 
founded the SDA Party in 1990. 

Alija Izetbegovic was a close con-
fidante of Iran’s Ayatollah Khomeini. 
And when he became President 
Izetbegovic, he recirculated his 1970 Is-
lamic Declaration and openly espoused 
his view that ‘‘there can be no peace or 
coexistence between Islamic faith and 
non-Islamic faith.’’ 

Mr. Speaker, soon after the begin-
ning of the Bosnian civil war in 1992, 
Dr. Turkovic was accredited as Bosnian 
ambassador to Zagreb. It was this post, 
coordinating with others, that was con-
stantly used by the SDA and their 
leadership to provide Bosnian pass-
ports, visas, humanitarian worker sta-
tus, and logistical support to radical 
Islamist mujahideen coming into Bos-
nia to fight their own jihad there. Indi-
viduals such as Anwar Sha’ban, the 
spiritual leader of al Qaeda in Bosnia 
and the cousin of Osama bin Laden, 
Abu al-Madani, who was killed fighting 
soldiers in Sarajevo, and even Osama 
bin Laden himself entered Bosnia 
through Zagreb. 

In violation of a U.S. embargo, the 
SDA also organized a massive flow of 
weapons from Iran through Croatia 
during Bisera Turkovic’s time as am-
bassador. 

When my office raised these con-
cerns, Mr. Speaker, we were told that 
the actions during the war were Bos-
nian government policy at that time 
and that it was a long time ago. But, 
Mr. Speaker, can it possibly be the po-
sition of our State Department that de-
spite the fact that we know that Ira-
nian weapons were smuggled into Bos-
nia in contradiction to a U.N. embargo, 

and that foreign mujahideen were 
given documentation to enter Bosnia 
to fight a jihad, often fronting as hu-
manitarian workers, that that is not 
enough evidence to deny diplomatic 
status to someone who was centrally 
involved and who remains a senior 
level official for the party that insti-
tuted these very policies? 

My office has also raised issues of 
concern with regard to Bisera 
Turkovic’s ethical fitness, Mr. Speak-
er; and the State Department has said 
that ‘‘we can’t deny appointees on the 
basis of being corrupt.’’ 

Mr. Speaker, these actions on the 
part of our State Department are a dis-
service to our President, they are a dis-
grace to the United States of America, 
and they are a betrayal to the cause of 
human freedom. It is past time that 
the State Department start acting like 
it represents the interests of America 
and the citizens of this Nation. The 
people of this Nation deserve better 
than to be served by a State Depart-
ment that aids our enemies and then 
lies to cover its actions.

f 

30-SOMETHING WORKING GROUP 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 4, 2005, the gentleman from Flor-
ida (Mr. MEEK) is recognized for 60 min-
utes as the designee of the minority 
leader. 

Mr. MEEK of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 
once again, it is a pleasure to address 
the House, and I would like to thank 
the Democratic leader for allowing the 
30-something Working Group, once 
again, to come to the floor to not only 
address the Members, but also make 
sure that we continue our commitment 
of sharing information as we get it on 
various issues that are facing 30-some-
things throughout the United States of 
America; also to be able to address the 
issues that are facing everyday Ameri-
cans, whether they be young or old, 
school age, or those that are yet un-
born. 

It is very, very important for us to 
come to the floor, especially in this de-
mocracy that we celebrate, and talk 
about some of these issues that are 
taking place, some that we are taking 
action on, others that we have had very 
little action on, and some that we are 
not acting upon at all. 

The focus of the 30-something Work-
ing Group is to make sure that on 
issues that are ongoing, such as Social 
Security, an ever-growing Federal 
debt, a deficit that is in the trillions of 
dollars that will keep future genera-
tions and even the present generation 
indebted to this Federal Government, 
and also issues that are facing our 
young people as it relates to education, 
making sure that they are able to not 
only go to college, but when they leave 
college, that they do not find them-
selves in debt. 

Just for a moment, Mr. Speaker, I 
think it is important to point out the 
issue of Social Security. I do, Mr. 
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Speaker, have some good news to re-
port: one, that this issue of private ac-
counts and taking benefits away from 
the American people is very unpopular 
with Americans; also, two, that it is 
unpopular with Members of the Con-
gress. 

Now, in the other body, there is a 
chairman of a committee over there 
that basically cannot get the Social 
Security bill rolling as long as they are 
talking about private accounts. As a 
matter of fact, there is an article today 
in The Washington Post that talks 
about the fact that even at the White 
House, and some of the leaders of this 
House have said, either we are going to 
deal with Social Security soon or we 
are not going to deal with it at all, and 
why put Members of the House in jeop-
ardy to vote for private accounts that 
will take benefits away from the Amer-
ican people, not only those who are re-
tirees, but also those who are receiving 
survivor benefits and those who are re-
ceiving disability benefits. It will take 
away benefits from them by using the 
private account formula. 

The good thing about this, Mr. 
Speaker, is the fact that when we get 
off the agenda of trying to privatize 
Social Security, then we can do what 
we have been trying to do all along in 
a bipartisan way and coming up with 
great ideas and putting them into ac-
tion to be able to strengthen Social Se-
curity. I hope, as a Member not only of 
this House, but as a member of the 30-
something Working Group, that we can 
work in a way that, even though we are 
strengthening Social Security, the 
money that it will take to strengthen 
Social Security, that we will not only 
explain to the American people, but to 
make sure that ever Member of this 
House understands that we have to 
have a way to pay for it. Not just say-
ing that we are going to throw a lot of 
money in there and not find a way to 
pay for it, because it is almost like, 
Mr. Speaker, taking a carton of milk 
out of the refrigerator and smelling it 
and saying, wow, it is sour, and putting 
it back in and maybe it will be fresh 
tomorrow. It will continue to be an 
issue for the American people in future 
generations, and that is something 
that we have to work on. 

I would ask the Members to take a 
look at The Washington Post article 
today speaking of the strategy on So-
cial Security. It is nothing that I am 
going to sit here and say ‘‘we told you 
so’’ as it relates to private accounts, 
but it is something that is encour-
aging. Hopefully, Republican leaders 
will start to say, well, maybe we need 
to back off this strategy of $944 billion 
going to Wall Street, and maybe we 
need to work on strengthening Social 
Security, making sure that those that 
elected us to come here know that So-
cial Security is here for future genera-
tions, and also for this generation and 
the baby boomers. 

I also believe that a great deal of 
credit should be given not only to the 
Members here in Congress, and I would 

like to commend the very few Members 
on the Republican side of the aisle that 
said, no way, Jose on privatizing Social 
Security. And I am so glad that they 
are standing against the Republican 
leadership, and I am so glad on this 
issue of Social Security, and I am so 
glad here on the Democratic side, from 
the beginning, the Democratic leader, 
the gentlewoman from California (Ms. 
PELOSI), the Democratic whip, the gen-
tleman from Maryland (Mr. HOYER), 
also the gentleman from New Jersey 
(Chairman MENENDEZ), and also the 
vice chairman, the gentleman from 
South Carolina (JIM CLYBURN), of our 
leadership on this side of the aisle, all 
along, without any problems, have said 
that they are standing shoulder to 
shoulder with the Democratic Caucus 
to make sure that we strengthen Social 
Security, just like we did in the 1980s 
when Ronald Reagan was in the White 
House and Tip O’Neill was the Speaker 
of this House with a bipartisan bill to 
make sure that we shored it up. 

Also, even when we start talking 
about the history of it, I am glad that 
President Clinton took the position he 
did when he took the position of bal-
ancing the budget and putting us into 
surpluses to make sure that we could 
shore up the Social Security Trust 
Fund and to know how we were paying 
for it. We were paying for it with an 
ever-growing surplus. But right now we 
do not have that surplus. The majority 
side and the leadership on the majority 
side have led us into an almost $7.8 
trillion deficit, and I think that we 
have to work on that. 

Mr. Speaker, I see the gentleman 
from Ohio (Mr. RYAN) is here, and I am 
so glad that the gentleman is here, and 
that the 30-something Working Group 
is here on the floor once again.

b 1600 

But if I can read into some of the 
groups that have been out there shar-
ing with the American people about 
the fact that why do we want to pri-
vatize Social Security when it is going 
to take away benefits; from right from 
the beginning we were saying you are 
going to lose somewhere up to 70 per-
cent of the benefits. In some cases indi-
viduals will lose benefits, and even if 
they were not in the private account 
side of the privatization of Social Secu-
rity, they would lose 30 percent of their 
benefits. So that is even saying, well, 
listen, I want to stay in a system that 
I have now. You still will lose. 

I want to thank those groups for 
going out there because I say to the 
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. RYAN) if it 
was not for them, and, Mr. Speaker, I 
believe that if it was left up to the me-
chanics of the Beltway here in Wash-
ington, DC, I think once again the 
American people would be a recipient 
of the Potomac two-step. 

I would like to thank the Americans 
United to Protect Social Security; also 
thank Rock the Vote, College Demo-
crats, Young Democrats, Progressive 
Democrats of America; also AFSCME, 

AFSCME Retiree Program, the Na-
tional Council of Individuals With Dis-
abilities, the Americans for Demo-
cratic Action, the American Nurses As-
sociation, the American Public Health 
Association, the American Association 
of Community Organizations for Re-
form, the Alliance for Retired Ameri-
cans, which is AARP, the largest senior 
organization here in the United States, 
America Votes, California Health Ad-
vocates, Campaign for America’s Fu-
ture, Center for American Progress, 
Center for Medicare Advocacy, Center 
on Budget and Policy Priorities, Center 
on Economic Policy and Research, 
Child Welfare League of America, Coa-
lition of Human Needs, Code Blue Now, 
Consumers Union, Economic Policy In-
stitute, Families USA, American Bap-
tist Convention, Fair Taxes for All, 
Independent Living Services, Leader-
ship Council on Civil Rights, Medicare 
Rights Center; also the National Acad-
emy of Social Insurance, the National 
Association of Area Agencies on Aging, 
the National Association of Police Or-
ganizations, the National Association 
of Social Workers, the National Coali-
tion on Nursing Home Reform, the Na-
tional Conference of State Legislators, 
which is bipartisan, I must add, the Na-
tional Committee to Preserve Social 
Security and Medicare, the National 
Education Association, the National 
Health Law Program, the National Or-
ganization of Social Security, the Na-
tional Senior Citizens Law Center, the 
New Democratic Network. 

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MEEK of Florida. I have just got 
a couple more. 

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, the 
gentleman from Florida is saying there 
is a lot of support against the Presi-
dent’s Social Security plan. 

Mr. MEEK of Florida. The gentleman 
is correct. 

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield back. 

Mr. MEEK of Florida. Mr. Speaker, I 
just want to make sure. Against pri-
vatization of Social Security. The Sub-
committee on Social Security, also you 
have the Century Foundation, the U.S. 
Action, Visiting Nurses Association of 
America, American Corn Growers Asso-
ciation. That is good to have them on 
board. The Center For Rural Affairs, 
the Federation of Southern Coopera-
tives, the League of Rural Voters, the 
National Catholic Rural Life Con-
ference, the National Family Farm Co-
alition, Progressive Student Initiative 
and the 21st Century Democrats. 

I am going to put this list in for the 
record. But I just want to say to the 
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. RYAN), it is 
always good, and all of the people were 
not mentioned because we would take a 
good part of this Special Order talking 
about those individuals that are out 
there. But I want to make a case in 
point. 

Young people in America have risen 
up beyond the expectations of many in-
dividuals in the past as it relates to ad-
vocacy on this issue of Social Security. 
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So I am so glad that they are a part of 
it because that is the reason why the 
American people are being educated.

Americans United to Protect Social Secu-
rity; Rock the Vote; College Democrats; 
Young Democrats; Progressive Democrats of 
America; AFSCME; AFSCME Retiree Pro-
gram; The US PIRGS; National Council on 
Individuals With Disabilities; Americans for 
Democratic Action; American Nurses Asso-
ciation; American Public Health Associa-
tion; Asthma and Allergy Foundation of 
America; Association of Community Organi-
zation for Reform Now (ACORN); Alliance 
for Retired Americans (AARP); America 
Votes; California Health Advocates; 
CALPERS; Campaign for America’s Future; 
Center for American Progress; Center for 
Medicare Advocacy; Center on Budget and 
Policy Priorities (CBPP); Center on Eco-
nomic Policy and Research; CHC; Child Wel-
fare League of America; Coalition on Human 
Needs; Code Blue Now; Consumers Union; 
Economic Policy Institute (EPI); Families 
USA; Fair Taxes for All; Half The Planet; 
and HBC Dems. 

Independent Living Services; Leadership 
Conference for Civil Rights; Medicare Rights 
Center; MoveOn; National Academy of Social 
Insurance; National Association of Area 
Agencies on Aging; National Association of 
Police Organizations; National Association 
of Social Workers; National Coalition for 
Nursing Home Reform; National Conference 
of State Legislators; National Committee to 
Preserve Social Security and Medicare; Na-
tional Education Association; National 
Health Law Program; National Organization 
of Social Security Claimants Representa-
tives (NOSSCR); National Senior Citizens 
Law Center; New Democratic Network; Pub-
lic Citizen; Subcommittee on Social Secu-
rity, Committee on Ways and Means; The 
Century Foundation; United Cerebral Palsy; 
USAction; Visiting Nurse Association of 
America; American Corn Growers Associa-
tion; Center for Rural Affairs; Federation of 
Southern Cooperatives; League of Rural Vot-
ers; National Catholic Rural Life Conference; 
National Family Farm Coalition; Progres-
sive Student Initiative; and 21st Century 
Democrats. 

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, if 
the gentleman would yield. 

Mr. MEEK of Florida. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield to the gentleman from Ohio. 

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, 
what has been great, really, is to watch 
that debate kind of evolve since early 
January since the President came to 
this Chamber and talked to the Amer-
ican people and basically said he had 
an idea for how to fix Social Security; 
stated that the Social Security pro-
gram is in crisis, which we have refuted 
many times here in this Chamber 
through the 30-something Working 
Group. And it has been interesting to 
watch the evolution of the debate and 
the support for the President’s pro-
posal in January not only among many 
Americans, but among young people, 
and as the young citizens of the coun-
try became more and more educated on 
exactly what the President’s plan 
would do through some of the groups 
that you mentioned, through Rock the 
Vote and a variety of other groups, be-
came educated on, you know, basically 
what the President’s proposal would 
be. 

And the issue that the gentleman 
from Florida (Mr. MEEK) and I and the 

gentlewoman from Florida (Ms. 
WASSERMAN SCHULTZ), the gentleman 
from Alabama (Mr. DAVIS), other mem-
bers of the 30-something Working 
Group here have focused on that we 
think is the most poignant argument 
to make is this issue right here, the na-
tional debt. The President’s proposal 
would add $5 trillion to the national 
debt over the next 20 years. 

Now, as you can see here, and this is 
actually not updated, and we will have 
the new numbers next week. It is actu-
ally now $7.8 trillion this country is in 
debt that we owe; 7.8 trillion. The 
President’s proposal over the next 20 
years would add an additional $5 tril-
lion to this number here and almost 
doubling the national debt. And if we 
keep going at the rate we are spending 
money here, we will double it in the 
next 20 years if we do not get our house 
in order. 

But this is the main issue, and I 
think young people, when they saw the 
President’s proposal, when they saw 
that his proposal would add $5 trillion, 
increase their taxes, push the responsi-
bility of paying the bills off on the next 
generation, I think that is when you 
began to see the rug come out from un-
derneath the President’s proposal. And 
so we have got to keep focused on the 
national debt and the annual deficits 
that are costing each taxpayer that is 
in the country, or each citizen in the 
country, almost $27,000. 

Mr. MEEK of Florida. I would say to 
the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. RYAN), 
for a child that was just born 10 min-
utes ago already owes $26,349.67, and 
even that number has gone up. When 
we have our new chart next week, we 
will be able to have that new number. 
Unfortunately it continues to go up, 
and there is no sight of that number 
going down. We cannot see the end of 
the tunnel as it relates to the Federal 
debt continuing. I see that you have a 
new chart.

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. Will the gen-
tleman yield? 

Mr. MEEK of Florida. I yield to the 
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. RYAN). 

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. This is exactly 
what you were talking about just be-
fore I arrived here. This is the chart of 
the deficits over the past probably 40 
some years, since the Johnson adminis-
tration. We ran a pretty tight budget 
for a good many years. And into the 
Reagan administration you see a deep, 
deep dip, and into the Bush administra-
tion, and we were running $300 billion 
deficits every year. 

And then when President Clinton 
came in with a Democratic House, with 
a Democratic Senate, in 1993 passed a 
budget without one Republican vote. 
Al Gore came to the Senate to break 
the tie to vote for it. And it led to 
record surpluses in the United States 
of America. This is where we were in 
the late 1990s; and back with the cur-
rent President, back into an era of defi-
cits, of borrowing money from the Chi-
nese, borrowing money from Asian 
countries, putting in jeopardy the fu-

ture of many of the young people who 
live in this country today. 

Mr. MEEK of Florida. I would say to 
the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. RYAN), 
the bottom line is that it is important 
that we not only come to the floor to 
make sure the Members understand 
what has happened, because we want to 
make sure that no one suffers from 
what one may say amnesia of not 
knowing what has taken place in this 
Chamber when the leadership rose to 
the level of saying that we had to do 
something about the Federal deficit 
and we did. I think it is also important 
for us to understand if we are ever 
going to have an about-face as it re-
lates to spending, without having a 
plan to pay for what we are spending, 
it is going to continue to carry on. 

I do not look forward to not only our 
days left in the 109th Congress, but 
when the 110th Congress comes in to be 
able to talk about what took place in 
the 109th Congress, because we could 
not stop ourselves from spending irre-
sponsibly. And, you know, serving on 
the Armed Services Committee, a lot 
of money, almost $150 billion are going 
into the war annually. With that, and 
the forecast of that continuing to take 
place, and I must say to the gentleman 
from Ohio (Mr. RYAN), it is good to 
hear the Democratic leader and others 
push the card on the Republican lead-
ership also as it relates to the White 
House of coming up with a plan, a plan 
on how we are going to proceed from 
this point, because the reason why we 
want to know what is the plan as it re-
lates to training Iraqi troops is so that 
our troops can start focusing on other 
issues and be able to carry out action 
there in Iraq, versus every day patrol 
that Iraqi troops could be doing, the 
training of those troops are important. 
It is important that the majority side 
gives us that information so that we 
are able to make sure that we are on 
course in having the proper oversight 
over this war. 

Now, we both support our men and 
women in uniform. We are both on the 
Armed Services Committee. We both 
appreciate their commitment and sac-
rifice, and we give our love and appre-
ciation out to those families that are 
also making a sacrifice and, unfortu-
nately, those that have made the ulti-
mate sacrifice of losing a loved one. 

But what I also think is important, 
Mr. Speaker, is that we make sure that 
we have a plan, a forecast plan, because 
there are domestic needs also that need 
to be addressed. 

The gentleman from Ohio (Mr. RYAN) 
is right. A budget comes to this floor. 
We need something for our men and 
women in Iraq and Afghanistan, I am a 
yes vote. When education comes to this 
floor, leave No Child Left Behind, the 
fully funding of that program, I am a 
yes vote. 

But guess what? It is just not hap-
pening. And our leadership, and on the 
Democratic Caucus side we want to 
prioritize our children’s future just as 
much as we are prioritizing the future 
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of the Iraqi people. And so it is impor-
tant that towns and cities and loca-
tions that we both represent, the gen-
tleman being from Ohio, I am being 
from Florida, that they receive their 
just due of their Federal tax dollar and 
making sure they are a part of the so-
lution and their own family needs, 
versus saying that, well, we are going 
to continue to make a sacrifice, you 
know, on behalf of the Iraqi people, 
versus the individuals that are living 
in our own communities that we go to 
church with every day. And it is coun-
terproductive if we do not plan to be 
able to focus those same kind of dollars 
and those efforts towards helping local 
communities. 

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. The gentleman is 
exactly right. And I think when you 
look at the number that we are going 
to spend in Iraq, probably by the end of 
this year it is going to be over $300 bil-
lion that we are going to spend in Iraq 
with absolutely no end in sight. No one 
has any idea of how much longer we 
are going to be there and what the cost 
in human life and U.S. treasure is 
going to be. 

Now, imagine, 435 Members in this 
Chamber, $300 billion. You are talking 
about $6- to $700 million per Member of 
Congress. Now, the American people 
need to ask themselves, would you 
have rather given that money to your 
congressional Representative in the 
House of Representatives to spend in 
your community on building schools, 
on building clinics, on making sure ev-
eryone has health care, or on this mess 
that we have in the Middle East? 

And I know people in Youngstown, 
Ohio, and Niles, Ohio, and Warren, 
Ohio, and Akron, Ohio, and Ravenna, 
Ohio, and Kent, Ohio, they would rath-
er have the money spent in their dis-
tricts. Because you are getting the 
same kind of calls that I am getting. 
No money for police and fire. No money 
for mental health levies. No money for 
their schools. And we have a boon-
doggle going on in the Middle East 
right now that no one even knows 
where the money is being spent. And 
money is being lost. U.S. taxpayer 
money is being lost. 

Now, you mention how we have bills 
that come to the floor to fund edu-
cation, fund veterans and fund some 
programs that we believe in and we 
support and how underfunded they are, 
and how many thousands of kids. We 
had a study in Ohio that said No Child 
Left Behind was underfunded in the 
State of Ohio by over $1 billion.

b 1615 

Mr. MEEK of Florida. Do you know 
that four States have sued the Federal 
Government for lack of Leave No Child 
Left Behind funding? Texas is one of 
those States. 

I am going to tell you something, the 
bottom line is it is about priorities. Do 
we want to bring about the standard-
ized testing of our children, making 
sure they are under the umbrella for 
them to learn, but better yet, we do 

not want to provide the dollars to 
make that happen? We do not want to 
give a teacher an environment where 
she can teach and children an environ-
ment they can learn? 

We are saying that, well, you know, 
do not worry, you have to work it out, 
and matter of fact, we are going to pe-
nalize you if you do not reach the bar. 
This is why it is important if we worry 
about these domestic needs, we do 
something about it. 

I want you to share that chart with 
the Members because I want to talk 
about what we have in plan and in 
store if we had Democratic leadership 
that was in the majority in this House, 
to be able to carry out some of these 
plans. 

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, 
what happened, what we had done here 
is we have a chart that we broke down 
and basically puts in the perspective, 
what has been happening down here. As 
you can see, on the left, it is the red 
chart. It is the cost in trillions of dol-
lars over the next 10 years to make 
President Bush’s tax cuts permanent, 
of which a majority went to people who 
make over $500,000 a year, $1.8 trillion 
is what we are going to spend over the 
next 10 years. This is our priority. Tax 
cuts for rich people. 

The next is of that tax cuts for the 
top 1 percent, $800 million. Now, the 
top 1 percent in this country make a 
lot of money. So we are going to take 
$800 million from education and health 
and all these other programs, and we 
are going to give that $800 million back 
to the top 1 percent of the people in the 
country. 

Now look at this. This is the bar for 
how much we are going to spend over 
the next 10 years for veterans budget 
authority, $300 million. $300 million. 
Why would we choose permanent tax 
cuts for people who make over four, 
five, six, seven, $800,000 a year? Warren 
Buffett, Bill Gates, they are going to 
get the big tax cuts. Our friends at 
Enron, Tyco, all the big dogs are going 
to get a tremendous amount of money, 
and yet, we are shutting out veterans.

We have thousands of veterans who 
are now in our hospitals in Bethesda 
and Walter Reed who are coming back 
single, double, triple amputees. This is 
a real problem, and I think this sends 
a message to the country that we just 
do not have the priorities that I think 
a lot of people in America have, and if 
you look at the polling, if you look at 
what the American people are saying, 
the approval rating, 33 percent for Con-
gress, the President’s approval rating 
is not much better. 

The ultimate question is, does Con-
gress or does the President or the ad-
ministration represent your values? Do 
you think they are fighting on behalf 
of what you want and what you need? 
The answer is becoming more and more 
apparent that this Congress is out of 
touch with the American people, that 
this President’s agenda is out of touch 
with the American people. 

I think when you brought up prior-
ities earlier, in a recent bill that was 

passed, big oil got a $2 billion subsidy. 
Can you imagine with the price of gas 
now and oil by the barrel going over 
$50, that we are going to take money 
from middle class Americans, take 
their tax dollars and give $2 billion of 
it for big oil companies to go explore 
and find more areas to get more oil? Is 
that not what they say, when the price 
increases, they need that money be-
cause it is expensive to go dig for oil, it 
is expensive to go drill? We are going 
to take taxpayer money to go do this, 
and I think that is a perfect example of 
how this Congress does not represent 
the values that many people in this 
country have. 

Would you not rather have $2 billion 
spent on your schools? We have got to 
compete with 1.3 billion Chinese work-
ers, over 1 billion Indian workers over 
the next couple of decades. We need to 
be investing into our kids. We need to 
be investing into our schools, making 
sure our kids are healthy with pro-
grams in their communities, in their 
schools, that they can learn Chinese 
and they can learn a different foreign 
language of the countries they are 
going to be competing with. 

Why do the rich schools have two 
swimming pools and art programs? God 
bless them, we want schools to have 
them, but why do all schools not have 
a liberal education and liberal in the 
sense of speech and debate, art, visual 
arts, music, dance, all these things 
that provide for a well-rounded edu-
cation? 

Those are the first programs that end 
up getting cut, and it is because, back 
here, we are cutting taxes for the top 1 
percent and cutting benefits for vet-
erans and the No Child Left Behind 
program and the health and welfare of 
our average citizens. 

Mr. MEEK of Florida. What is impor-
tant, and I think, Mr. Speaker, it is 
good for the Members to be able to 
note the fact that if the situation was 
different in this House, and when I say 
the situation, I am saying, if we were 
in the majority on this side and it was 
a Democratic House, the discussion 
about veterans at .3 percent would been 
a discussion, as a matter of fact, the 
action would be taken to make sure 
our veterans are treated the way they 
should be treated for the service and 
the freedom that we celebrate every 
day. 

I think it is important because this is 
not the Kendrick Meek/Tim Ryan Re-
port from Ohio and from Florida. This 
is what we are getting from the Con-
gressional Budget Office. This is infor-
mation that is publicly printed in a 
number of nonpartisan groups that are 
out there. 

I think it is also important for us to 
talk about our new partnership for 
America’s future, what we are talking 
about on the Democratic side, and it is 
good to make sure that everyone un-
derstands that by the Democrats being 
in the minority here in this House, we 
cannot agenda bills to come before a 
committee by House rules. We cannot 
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call a committee hearing. We cannot 
bring a bill to the floor because of the 
House rules, because we are in the mi-
nority. We cannot say, well, there will 
be no privatization of Social Security 
whatsoever and the bill will not come 
to the floor because we are in the mi-
nority. 

To be in the majority, it is going to 
take the American people and also 
some individuals to continue to focus 
on the issues that are not happening on 
behalf of not only our patriots, and pa-
triots come in two forms. Many of 
them are everyday Americans that are 
out there, trying to make sure they 
provide for their families. They go to 
church, the synagogues, what have 
you, to the mosques, if they go, and 
they work hard every day. They expect 
their piece of the American apple pie. 

You have individuals that are going 
even a step further, those individuals 
that are wearing the uniform in a for-
ward area, in Iraq and Afghanistan or 
wherever they may be, individuals that 
have served this country before. This is 
our veterans. Those individuals that 
not only have stories of war and con-
flict but have stories of real life experi-
ence. 

When they signed up, we promised 
them that we would help them in their 
health care. We promised them that 
they would not have to wait 6 months 
to see the ophthalmologist. We prom-
ised them that they will receive the re-
spect that they deserve out of this Con-
gress as it relates to making sure they 
have the necessary funds to be able to 
carry out the rest of their lives, either 
with a disability or what have you. 

I must report that that is not hap-
pening right now. It is important that 
hopefully we can get some sort of for-
ward movement to get us moving down 
in the right direction. 

We have the new partnership for 
America’s future which is a Demo-
cratic plan that has six components, 
which brings about prosperity, na-
tional security, fairness, opportunity, 
community and accountability. 

Accountability, Mr. Speaker, is piv-
otal in this debate as it relates to bal-
ancing the national debt or making 
sure that we do not have a deficit at 
about $8 trillion number. Account-
ability is making sure that we pass a 
Leave No Child Left Behind Act, that 
we fund it and that we stand by our 
States and we stand by our children or 
our future generations, to be able to do 
what the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. 
RYAN) was talking about, of making 
sure that they are prepared to carry 
out the jobs that we need them to 
carry out. We are being outcompeted in 
other areas because our kids are not 
carrying the mathematics and some 
other areas, the sciences, that they 
need. 

So the Leave No Child Left Behind 
Act was put into place to hopefully 
bring about that kind of account-
ability, and guess what, it was a bipar-
tisan effort. Guess what again, it is not 
a bipartisan effort to fund it. It is 

being underfunded, and if we were in 
the majority here in the House, it 
would have better funding. The gentle-
woman from California (Ms. PELOSI), 
Democratic leader, has said that she 
will fully fund Leave No Child Left Be-
hind. That is a major statement, and 
better yet, an action that would take 
place because she said it would happen. 

Just like we are bold in saying we 
will make sure that the millionaires 
and billionaires get their tax cuts, we 
are going to make sure that our chil-
dren are educated. Guess what, again, 
here is another thing. They are Demo-
crat, Republican, Independent, Liber-
tarian, Green Party, Reform Party 
households. No one’s picking and 
choosing. We are saying all of Amer-
ica’s children should receive that kind 
of leadership and that kind of account-
ability. 

A perfect example, when we talk 
about opportunity within our six prin-
ciples and we talk about community 
and we talk about prosperity, we are 
the 30 Something Working Group. We 
have individuals that are going to 
school and leaving college with what, 
20, $30,000 in debt. Am I correct? 

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. Absolutely. 
Mr. MEEK of Florida. They are leav-

ing in debt. Better yet, the administra-
tion gives them a bad hand of cards in 
saying that we want you to go to col-
lege, we want you to educate yourself. 
Individuals are running around here, 
going to commencement ceremonies 
throughout the United States of Amer-
ica saying that we are with you, but 
better yet, as it relates to the Pell 
grant obligation, it is because they 
changed their formulary it is going to 
be $300 million coming out of that for-
mula, which is going to take the cost 
up of Pell grants in the year 2005, 2006. 

I do not think that is a message of 
what we should do, but I can tell you 
what we are doing on this end. There is 
legislation that has already been filed, 
and which I have signed on to and you 
are signed on to, to replace that $300 
million back in so that the Pell grant 
opportunity for kids that want to bet-
ter themselves and move on and edu-
cate themselves, that they do not have 
to end up paying what you may call 
this, I call it a $300 million tax. When 
you change the formula and you go up 
and you give them a greater responsi-
bility, you are taxing them, but better 
yet, you want to make tax cuts perma-
nent for those individuals that are 
slamming Cadillac doors here in the 
United States, eating lunch at some of 
the finest restaurants in this country, 
walking around here, not even wor-
rying about how we are going to pay 
the rent. They are collecting the rent, 
but better yet, we want to send our 
young people into a fixed situation. 

We already know that on average 
kids are leaving school with 20, $30,000 
in debt, which means they are going to 
be living at home with mom or dad or 
grandmother or someone because they 
cannot get a loan to be able to buy a 
house because you do not come out of 

college making a lot of money to be 
able to make that happen. 

So I am glad on this side of the aisle, 
if anyone wants to know the difference 
between what is going on in the major-
ity side, and I do not want to gener-
alize because there are some individ-
uals on the majority side who see it the 
way we see it. They see it the way we 
see it. They know that this is an im-
portant effort and that we have to 
make sure that we stand up for our 
children. 

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
was talking to a young person in my 
district a couple of days ago, and he is 
so talented on the organ. He is a great 
singer, and he is a great song writer, 
and I go to his church in Youngstown, 
Ohio, frequently. He is the head musi-
cian and head of the choir.

b 1630 

And I talked to him, and he is going 
through a difficult situation. So I 
asked him, well, why not go to school? 
Why not sign up at Youngstown State 
and get a degree in music and teach 
music? You know what the initial 
thing he said was? I cannot afford it. I 
cannot afford it. There is no way I am 
going to be able to do it. 

Part of this that we talk about here 
is nuts and bolts. We need money for 
this program, and we are going to re-
duce or increase the Pell Grant schol-
arship by $1,000 per student. And I 
know if the Democrats were in charge, 
we would do that. But it is not just 
about reducing the debt, it is about 
communicating to that person. And 
there are millions of people just like 
this young man who are talented and 
skilled and want to do better, but do 
not think anybody is on their side. 

What we are trying to say is that if 
you put us in charge, if you give us a 
chance, we are going to be on your 
side. We are going to be your partner in 
this. We cannot do it for you. We can-
not make this kid go to school. We can-
not make him study. But there are mil-
lions of people out there who want to 
live a better life, and what the Demo-
cratic Party wants to do is help them 
do that; help them achieve their goals; 
help them move forward. 

Whether it is with education or 
health care or clinics or whatever it is, 
we are offering solutions here to create 
incentives for people to be able to go 
and experience their dreams and to 
move on. We are in the hopes and 
dreams business here. That is what the 
Democrats are all about. And we want 
to be in charge because we believe that 
we have a better program, better solu-
tions than just saying everybody gets a 
tax cut, especially the top 1 percent, 
because that clearly has not worked. 

President Bush’s dad called it voodoo 
economics. It has not worked yet. We 
are still waiting for what is going to 
happen here. Job creation is low and 
slow. People are taking up jobs that 
pay $10,000 less than the job they lost, 
without health care benefits. That is 
not progress. 
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Mr. MEEK of Florida. It is important 

we move beyond personalities and look 
at what is actually taking place and 
what is not taking place. I think it is 
important looking at the numbers that 
we understand that it is just not hap-
pening. 

When we dealt with the whole Medi-
care issue and we dealt with prescrip-
tion drugs, the majority side, the lead-
ership on the majority side came over 
and told us it would cost $350 billion. 
They also said that it would cost $400 
billion. Now it is well over $400 billion; 
matter of fact, it is even closer to $500 
billion. 

There was the same information that 
came to this House regarding the weap-
ons of mass destruction. We had prima 
facie evidence that there were weapons 
of mass destruction. But no weapons of 
mass destruction. 

There was also an initiative that 
came to the floor by the majority, now 
majority side, that said we are going to 
do something about health care, and 
the President said, well, we are going 
to have these health care savings ac-
counts, and everyone will be able to 
save, and everyone will be able to have 
good health care. Still, today, we have 
millions upon millions of working fam-
ilies without health care, families that 
go to work every day that do not have 
a health care plan. 

Public hospitals and private hos-
pitals are going under throughout this 
country, and not because they are bad 
managers. It is because they do not 
have the necessary attention or the 
funds that they need from this Federal 
Government to be able to provide 
health care to the everyday American. 

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, if 
the gentleman will yield once again, I 
might just comment that we should 
just look at the way it is set up. Every-
one screams, let us have universal 
health care, and America needs uni-
versal health care. America has uni-
versal health care. Unfortunately, it is 
through the emergency room. It is the 
most expensive, inefficient way to run 
a health care system, because hospitals 
who run emergency rooms, especially 
in cities that have high concentrations 
of crime and people accessing health 
care through the emergency room, 
they get charitable funds. The tax-
payer is still paying. 

So the question is are we going to 
pay for it up front and take care of 
someone when they have a cold, or are 
we going to wait until they go to the 
emergency room with pneumonia and 
it costs you 10 times more? 

What we are saying is restructure, 
reform the health care system and 
have the courage to take on the big do-
nors with all the nice cufflinks and the 
Cadillacs; take them on and say, we are 
going to act on behalf of the American 
people, not on behalf of specific inter-
est groups that are making a ton of 
money. 

Now, we cannot take on the pharma-
ceutical industry because they donate 
so much money to this body. So you ei-

ther pick them, or you pick the people 
you represent back in your district. In 
the path of $400 billion, then $700 bil-
lion, then a $1 trillion prescription 
drug bill you do not do one thing about 
reimportation to help drive the cost 
down, or not do something as simple as 
giving the Secretary of Health and 
Human Services the ability to nego-
tiate down the cost of the drugs? 

Why not say to Pfizer and Merck, 
you want the contract for Medicare? 
Well, we are going to sit down and we 
are going to talk price. But no one had 
the courage to do that, because they 
get too much money from that indus-
try. 

But there is a choice. And what we 
are saying is we are going to make a 
choice to represent the people of the 
country who need help, your grand-
parents, your parents who cannot af-
ford prescription drugs, instead of the 
pharmaceutical companies. People 
elect us to come down here and do this. 
They want us to say, we do not want to 
bankrupt the pharmaceutical compa-
nies, we want you to keep doing your 
research and doing what you do, but 
you have to play fair. 

The bottom line is that a lot of the 
patents that the pharmaceutical com-
panies get are researched out at the 
National Institutes of Health. They are 
publicly funded institutions. The tax-
payers are paying for a good portion of 
this. Merck comes in and picks up a 
patent and only has to pay NIH .5 per-
cent of their profits, and they go out 
and make billions of dollars at the ex-
pense of our grandparents, the 30-some-
things’ grandparents, or our parents. 

There is a certain unfairness there. 
And what we are saying and commu-
nicating with these charts, and what 
we are talking about is we want a 
chance to lead this Chamber. We have 
ideas, and we will implement them, and 
we will help partner with the American 
people to make their lives better and 
improve their lives and give them op-
portunities that they do not have or 
have not had in many, many years. 

Mr. MEEK of Florida. Mr. Speaker, it 
is important that everyone under-
stands that what my colleague and I 
are talking about here right now is 
doing something about the issues that 
are facing everyday Americans. Every-
day Americans, Democrat, Republican, 
Independent, Green Party, Reform 
Party, you name it, we are out there 
trying to help them. We want to make 
sure that they get the butter from the 
duck. 

We want to make sure, as we start 
talking about devolution of taxation, 
that when we cut funding to State and 
local governments, the difference be-
tween us and them is the fact that we 
can reach back in our pocket, and I 
will not even use my big credit card 
today, matter of fact I do not even 
have my credit card in my wallet, but 
I have my debit card. If we were to 
take a card out and say, fine, we will 
put another $3 billion on the credit 
card. That is fine, we will put it away. 

Matter of fact, no, we will not put it 
away, we will just throw it away. We 
will throw it away because we do not 
have to pay for it. It is someone else 
who has to pay for it. 

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. Let our kids pay 
for it. 

Mr. MEEK of Florida. Let our kids 
pay for it. Let someone else worry 
about paying for it. But as relates to 
the State governments, they have to 
balance their budgets, and the reason 
why they have to balance their budget 
is that they have a balanced budget 
amendment. Many States do. They 
cannot deficit spend. So they cut edu-
cation, tuition goes up, and in many of 
the States Medicaid reform, oh, my 
goodness, it is just a travesty what is 
happening in many of these programs 
that have helped so many people. And 
transportation dollars on the State 
level is drying up. 

So when we get down to the county 
commissioners or the cities or the 
town, or what have you, municipal gov-
ernments, which way are they going to 
turn?

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. Nowhere to go. 
Mr. MEEK of Florida. Then guess 

what? The local folks start seeing the 
millage rate go up from the school 
board. They start putting these local 
bond referendums on the ballots, be-
cause they do not have the money. 
Meanwhile, we are sitting up here in 
Washington talking about what is the 
problem, we have not raised your 
taxes? Yes, we have, we have raised 
your taxes. 

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. That is right. 
They raise them at the local level, and 
in many instances those people at that 
level vote ‘‘no’’ on the school board 
levy. Some States, like Ohio, it is 
elected. It just cannot be assessed. So 
in Ohio, the average person who lost 
their job and are making $10,000 less, 
and their kids’ college tuition is up, 
and here comes the school board levy 
and they vote ‘‘no,’’ who is hurt then? 

We are all hurt then, because how are 
we going to compete with other coun-
tries who are focusing on educating 
their kids? How are we going to com-
pete with an engineer in China who 
makes $5 an hour? 

Mr. MEEK of Florida. I want to cor-
rect myself, because in my last state-
ment I said we here, as a Congress, 
raise taxes. No, we did not; the major-
ity side who came up with a strategy 
on how we can cut funding in certain 
areas did, and that is the reason why 
those States are suing the Federal Gov-
ernment right now. We have given 
them an unfunded mandate. 

When my constituents woke up at 7 
a.m. on a given Tuesday morning last 
November, they did not go to the vot-
ing booth and take their voter registra-
tion card out and say, well, Congress-
man, I am going to vote for you to 
make sure you have better health care 
than I have, you and your family; or to 
make sure as relates to undue taxes or 
what have you that you can raise my 
taxes, and I will vote on me raising my 
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own taxes. That is why I am sending 
you to Congress. 

No, better yet, I am sending you to 
Congress to make sure you do nothing 
about health care. Matter of fact, take 
my credit card, use it, because I am 
going to have to pay it off. I am going 
to let you use it. That is like sending 
someone to the mall that you know has 
a problem with shopping and saying, do 
not worry about it, take it to the max-
imum. 

Can I have my credit card? I said I 
was not going to pull it out, but I am. 
My congressional spending card right 
here, the numbers are going up so fast, 
I keep having to change the numbers. 
The thing about our credit card, unlike 
any other credit card in the wallets of 
everyday Americans, is that it just 
keeps going and going and going and 
going to the tune of $7.8 trillion. 

Now, I know my colleague wants to 
say something, but let me just say 
this. For those individuals on the ma-
jority side that want to say, boy, those 
Democrats, they just tax and spend, 
look at the deficit. I want to know 
where they are now? I cannot even hear 
them. I do not even see them. Where 
are they? Where are these fiscal con-
servatives? Where are they? They are 
nowhere to be found. You go out in the 
hall and say, conservative, it just 
keeps echoing, conservative, conserv-
ative, conservative. Where are they? 

So we have not been in the majority 
here, I would say, for 10 years now? 
Maybe 10 years. Maybe 8? 

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. Going on 11. 
Mr. MEEK of Florida. Going on 11. 

Once again, I want to make sure every-
one understands that we have to be in 
the majority to be able to run this 
House. So everything that takes place 
in this House and comes to this floor 
and goes before a committee, the agen-
das in committees, and bills moving, 
and appropriations and all of that is 
done by the majority side because they 
are in the majority. 

In some instances, to be very truth-
ful, we are able to work out some bi-
partisan efforts sometimes. We have a 
lot of votes that go up on the board 
where we are all together on the post 
offices and the Federal buildings, the 
naming of those post offices and the 
Federal buildings. But when it comes 
to issues like the budget, the Federal 
deficit, health care, education, in many 
cases we are not together, and that is 
unfortunate. 

This is nothing we would like to see 
continued. We would like to work in a 
bipartisan way. You know, I have Re-
publican constituents, and I have Inde-
pendent constituents, and I have all 
the other parties even though I am a 
Democrat. And they go and vote for 
what? Leadership. They are going to 
vote for leadership. 

So I want to make sure that Mem-
bers understand, and before my col-
league got here I was sharing with the 
Speaker and the Members the fact that 
I am glad that there are some leaders 
in this Congress that have said we need 

an exit strategy on the privatization 
issue.
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That is in The Washington Post 
today. It is just not flying back home 
to say we are going to private ac-
counts, and if you are in the private ac-
count or not, you are still going to lose 
benefits, but this is what we are doing 
to shore up Social Security. We can 
shore up Social Security and strength-
en Social Security without private ac-
counts. I am glad we have leaders here 
that can carry that message on. 

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, we 
are not against deficits for the sake of 
being against deficits. Many would like 
to borrow and spend as much as they 
can, and that is what this Congress has 
been doing. But when you borrow, you 
have to pay the interest payments. 

Here is a very interesting statistic. 
Here is 2004, here is 2014, 10 years from 
now. The red is the interest on the debt 
that we pay every year, $7.8 trillion. 
That is the red. The light blue is edu-
cation, the purple environment, and 
this last one here, a bluish-green is vet-
erans. This red gets bigger because the 
interest payments that we have to pay 
every single year are getting huge. We 
do not like deficits because it diverts 
money from education, from the envi-
ronment, from veterans, from health, 
Medicare, Medicaid, investments in 
which we will see a good return by hav-
ing healthy, educated citizens who will 
create wealth and keep the system run-
ning. 

With deficits, that money is going 
down the toilet. A bigger and bigger 
portion of the budget goes to pay defi-
cits. It is a waste of money. For this 
Chamber to be run by a group of fel-
lows who said in 1994 that they wanted 
to pass a balanced budget amendment 
and make it a Constitutional amend-
ment to have to balance the budget, to 
give us this, I think, begs the question 
why do we not turn the Chamber over 
to the other party. That is what we are 
asking for. 

The money we are borrowing is com-
ing from outside of the United States. 
The turquoise here is domestically held 
debt, 2000 to 2004. The purple is debt 
held by foreigners. As we start to bor-
row more and more money, out in Cali-
fornia it was not so much held by for-
eign interests, and as we move, we are 
borrowing more from the Chinese, Jap-
anese, we are turning high deficits, 
high debt over to our children, and who 
do we owe? Asian countries we are 
competing directly against. Bad news, 
bad leadership, and we need a change. 
That is what this is all about here. 

Mr. Speaker, as we are starting to 
wind things down here, I just wanted to 
mention we had a tragedy in my dis-
trict. On June 13, we lost a soldier in 
Iraq from Austintown, Ohio, Sergeant 
Larry Kuhns, Jr., who was 24 years old. 
He was 3 weeks from coming home. 

I wanted to take this opportunity to 
pass on condolences from this Congress 
to his family, to his wife, Courtney, 

their 23-month-old daughter, McKenzie, 
his mom, Kelly, and his mom’s fiance, 
Jerry. We sometimes think we are im-
portant, but moments like this I think 
wake us all up and kind of allow us to 
recognize the gravity of some of the de-
cisions we make. Whether it is sending 
kids off to war or putting the burden 
on them in the future, I wanted to 
mention Sergeant Kuhns and thank 
him and his family for his sacrifice to 
the country. 

Mr. MEEK of Florida. Mr. Speaker, I 
send my condolences to the family. We 
appreciate the commitment of our men 
and women in uniform who pay the ul-
timate sacrifice. 

Mr. Speaker, would the gentleman 
give our Web site out. 

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, to 
send us an e-mail, tell us what the 
challenges in your life are, 
30somethingdems@mail.house.gov. 
Drop us an e-mail, and we will possibly 
read it here on the floor. 

Mr. MEEK of Florida. Mr. Speaker, I 
want to make sure that we close out by 
not only thanking the gentlewoman 
from California (Ms. PELOSI) and the 
rest of the leadership here on the 
Democratic side of the aisle for allow-
ing us to take advantage of this hour, 
also the new Partnership for America’s 
Future. We talked about the six prin-
ciples if we had the opportunity to be 
able to lead within this House, which 
are values of prosperity, national secu-
rity, fairness, opportunity, community, 
and also accountability. 

Accountability is making sure that 
we deal with issues such as health care, 
making sure our troops have what they 
need as it relates to national security, 
making sure our children have oppor-
tunities, making sure that every Amer-
ican is paying tax dollars which are 
spent in the way that they are sup-
posed to be spent and bring about the 
kind of fairness that they deserve from 
their Federal tax dollars. And also op-
portunity, making sure our children 
have opportunities, that we do what we 
are supposed to do as the Federal Gov-
ernment in holding up our end of the 
deal.

f 

HONORING AUNG SAN SUU KYI 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MARCHANT). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 4, 2005, the 
gentleman from Texas (Mr. POE) is rec-
ognized for 60 minutes as the designee 
of the majority leader. 

Mr. POE. Mr. Speaker, in this week 
where we as a House voted to reform 
the United Nations, hold them ac-
countable for their actions, I rise to 
talk about a place in the world where 
the United Nations is not, but where it 
ought to be, and a brave woman who is 
doing the work of the entire United Na-
tions. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise to salute a woman 
born on June 19, 1945. I would like to 
read a poem that she wrote: 

‘‘Emerald cool we may be, as water 
in cupped hands. But of that we might 
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be, as splinters of glass, in cupped 
hands.’’ 

This poem was written by a lady who 
may be small in stature, but is a giant 
and noble in character. She carries no 
weapons, commands no Army; yet this 
lady actually brings fear into the 
hearts of at least 400,000 sinister armed 
soldiers in her native country of 
Burma. The lady I am referring to is 
Aung San Suu Kyi, the leader of the 
pro-democracy movement in Burma 
whom the Burmese people affectionally 
refer to as ‘‘The Lady.’’ 

She is unassuming, but her vision for 
her country brings fright in the whole 
army of despots and tyrants that oc-
cupy her nation. 

In her poem she says even though she 
and the rest of the pro-democracy 
movement are emerald cool and as 
harmless as water in cupped hands, 
their stand for liberty and democracy 
is like glass splinters in the hands of 
the military tyrants that have a stran-
glehold on her own nation of Burma. 

Most Americans do not know where 
Burma is, much less hear about what 
occurs in this nightmare of a country. 
Burma’s military regime has created a 
human rights nightmare for its people. 
It even arms children, 12, 13 and 14 year 
olds, and makes them become soldiers. 
Over 70,000 kids, more than any other 
country in the world, are armed and 
fighting for this nation’s tyrants. 

There are over 1,400 political pris-
oners who are locked up for supporting 
this basic concept of human rights and 
democracy. For something that is as 
trivial as owning an unauthorized fax 
machine, listening to radio signals, 
people are imprisoned in Burma for up 
to 7 years by the military. 

Up to 2 million Burmese have fled the 
country as refugees and migrants. For 
those who remain in this country, a 
brutal campaign by the tyrants in con-
trol includes burning the villages and 
destruction of rice supplies. Killings by 
the Burmese military regime have re-
sulted in the forcible displacement of 
500,000 to a million people, civilians, 
people in Burma hiding from the mili-
tary, hiding in their own nation. 

These people cannot flee into neigh-
boring Thailand, nor can they return 
to their homes. They are refugees with-
in their country, unable to grow food 
and living in extreme poverty, all be-
cause of the military tyrants that con-
trol this nation. 

Aung San Suu Kyi remains steadfast 
in her calls against the Burmese jun-
ta’s reign of terror. Though under 
house arrest for 10 of the past 15 years 
by these evildoers, Aung San Suu Kyi 
has led her political party to an 82 per-
cent victory in Burma’s last election. 
While she should be the democratic 
leader of this country, the outlaw mili-
tary regime annulled the results of the 
election. 

Mr. Speaker, 2 years ago just before 
her most recent arrest, this regional 
hero was almost assassinated. In May 
2003 when she was briefly arrested from 
house arrest, she took a trip to the 

Burmese countryside. The military re-
gime forced hundreds of criminals out 
of jail and shaved their heads so they 
would look like Buddhist monks. They 
were drugged up on methamphetamine 
and ordered to attack this lady. Her 
car was in the middle of a motorcade, 
and in the middle of the night these 
criminals used clubs and iron rods to 
beat to death 100 of her supporters who 
were watching her. 

Aung San Suu Kyi has never com-
mitted a crime. She is the mother of 
two children. Her husband passed away 
outside of Burma, and the regime re-
fused to grant him a visa to spend his 
dying days with his wife. Despite over-
whelming oppression, the Burmese peo-
ple, following the example of Aung San 
Suu Kyi, The Lady, continued to cou-
rageously express their desire for 
human rights and freedom. 

During The Lady’s last pro-democ-
racy speaking tour in 2003, she spoke to 
dozens of cities around her country. 
Hundreds of thousands of Burmese peo-
ple showed up to hear her speak, or see 
her as she went by. In several towns, 
the regime cut the electricity off at 
night so she could not speak and so 
people could not see her. But the Bur-
mese people simply held up their 
matches and lighters to create a light 
for her. 

Even in the midst of overwhelming 
darkness and oppression, the people of 
Burma stand with courage. No, free-
dom’s flame may not burn within the 
seats of power, but it burns within the 
hearts of the Burmese people. Light al-
ways defeats darkness, as it will here 
in Burma. 

Over the last 8 months, the Burmese 
people have collected 300,000 signatures 
calling for change in Burma. In the 
United States, of course, petitions are 
really common; but in Burma, this is 
groundbreaking. Every single person 
who signs a petition risks his life. They 
plan to present these pleas to the 
United Nations Secretary-General. 

The rallying cry for the Burmese peo-
ple is ‘‘do-yay, do-yay,’’ which means 
‘‘our cause, our cause.’’ It is a powerful 
symbol, revealing that the Burmese 
people realize their struggle for human 
rights is not their own and not to be 
imposed upon them by the outside 
world. Nevertheless, they have called 
on international support for their hope. 

Aung San Suu Kyi has called on peo-
ple around the world to take action, 
stating, Please, please use your liberty 
to promote our liberty. She specifically 
has called upon people around the 
world to encourage their governments 
to impose political and economic pres-
sure on the Burmese military regime 
until they agree to change, knowing 
that unless they are pressured, the 
renegades will never sit down and dis-
cuss this concept of democracy. 

‘‘The Lady’’ has encouraged broad 
public awareness of Burma with the 
message that a free world stands with 
the Burmese people.
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Aung San Suu Kyi also requests that 

the people of the free world send as 

much encouragement and free informa-
tion into Burma as possible, including 
music, poems, news broadcasts and im-
ages of people living in open, free, 
democratic societies. 

She has also called on the United Na-
tions Security Council to pass a resolu-
tion demanding change in Burma. The 
U.N. Secretary-General’s office has 
miserably failed in this matter. It 
needs to undertake a full-court diplo-
matic press in order to create a trans-
formation. 

I just want to mention briefly and ex-
pand on this point. We have, as I said, 
yesterday and today in this House been 
debating the Henry Hyde United Na-
tions Reform Act. No matter how 
Members of the House voted for Chair-
man HYDE’s bill or Ranking Member 
LANTOS’ substitute amendment, most 
colleagues here in this House are in 
agreement on one thing. The United 
Nations is ineffective, it is corrupt, it 
is not fulfilling its mission, and it has 
lost credibility as an international or-
ganization. It is the hot air in the bal-
loon of a world organization. 

When it comes to Burma, the United 
Nations has failed miserably. Kofi 
Annan has said a lot of words about the 
tragedy of Burma and the injustice 
against the little lady and these peo-
ple. Yet he has actually done nothing. 
He says over and over again that, 
quote, he is concerned, he is interested, 
he is hopeful, yet to date Kofi Annan 
has not demanded any consequences for 
what is occurring in this nation of 
Burma. What good are words if there is 
no action to back them up? 

November 21, 2002, Kofi Annan said 
that he was hopeful that there would 
be national reconciliation in Burma. 

February 2, 2003, he said, the Sec-
retary-General is concerned about the 
arrests by the Burmese authorities of 
12 members of opposition parties. 

May 13, 2003, he again said that he 
was hopeful, that famous word he con-
tinues to say, that national reconcili-
ation and negotiations would begin in 
Burma. 

May 31, 2003, he said he was con-
cerned and called for negotiations and 
that he would be following closely with 
concern the situation in Burma. 

On June 6, 2003, he called for the re-
lease of this lady, Aung San Suu Kyi. 

On March 31, 2004, he called for nego-
tiations, said he was concerned about 
this lady that is imprisoned in her own 
home and that she should be released 
from captivity. 

It goes on and on and on, just asking, 
asking this military regime to do 
something about the people of their 
own nation. My grandfather used to 
say, ‘‘When all is said and done, more 
is said than done.’’ Here again we find 
the United Nations making a lot of 
talk and not doing anything about this 
nation that is imprisoned by its own 
government. My question to Kofi 
Annan is, why are there no con-
sequences? Does Kofi Annan really ex-
pect to be taken seriously by the ty-
rants controlling Burma if he has no 
action to back up his words? 
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What about demanding a transition 

to democracy as the Burmese people 
have asked for? What about saying, 
Enough is enough. If Burma’s regime 
does not heed 10 consecutive U.N. reso-
lutions calling for Burma to simply 
participate in a dialogue with the de-
mocracy movement, then refer this 
issue to the U.N. Security Council and 
call for international economic sanc-
tions. 

Unfortunately, with Kofi Annan’s 
track record as seen with the 14 plus 
resolutions alone on Iraq and his lack 
of action on the genocide in Sudan and 
other examples of ineffectiveness, Kofi 
Annan seems to be not willing to de-
mand consequences, and there is no ac-
tion. For the sake of the millions of 
people around the world and especially 
in Burma that are subject to slaughter 
and rape, displacement, starvation and 
victimization at the hands of their gov-
ernment, specifically the evil tyrants 
of Burma, we should stop talking in 
the United Nations and start doing 
something about it. Why do we have 
the United Nations? Is this not its mis-
sion? Is this not why the United Na-
tions started, to help these tortured 
people? 

But enough about the broken and in-
effective United Nations. There is a 
voice for freedom in Burma, the lady, 
Aung San Suu Kyi. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask this question. 
Why are those 400,000 Burmese soldiers 
consistently afraid of the lady? The an-
swer is, because she wants a democracy 
in her nation. Simple. She wants her 
people to be free, a free country like 
our country. The forces of evil in this 
world always fear the forces of good. 
Forces that promote life, liberty and 
the pursuit of happiness are the forces 
that make all of us desire to be free. 
Every human being is created down in 
our soul with these God-given desires 
and rights. 

So, Mr. Speaker, on this birthday of 
Aung San Suu Kyi, I am here to assure 
her that the United States has not for-
gotten her and her people. Even though 
the United Nations has dreadfully for-
saken her cause, this country stands 
firm for all freedom-loving people, peo-
ple who just want to control their own 
lives and their own country. Even 
though Burma’s neighbors look the 
other way while making money in 
shady business deals, the United States 
is watching and I hope the United 
States does not abandon this nation of 
Burma. The United Nations and Bur-
ma’s neighbors might be able to sleep 
at night while the people of Burma are 
beaten and pillaged, some slaughtered, 
but we hope that the United States will 
take note. Liberty’s blaze burns bright 
and burns strong in this nation of 
Burma and her people. 

So in closing, I am sending a special 
birthday greeting to this lady who is 
under house arrest, this lady, Aung San 
Suu Kyi, on her 60th birthday, wishing 
her a respite of peace in the darkness 
that surrounds her. The United Nations 
may do nothing but hopefully the 

United States is standing with her and 
the United States remembers her on 
her 60th birthday. 

May God bless you, Aung San Suu 
Kyi, and God bless Burma and the peo-
ple who desire freedom, freedom that 
all of us desire no matter who we are, 
what we look like, male or female, 
anyplace in this world.

f 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to: 

Mr. BISHOP of Georgia (at the request 
of Ms. PELOSI) for today. 

Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD (at the re-
quest of Ms. PELOSI) for the evening of 
June 16 and today on account of impor-
tant matters in the district. 

Mr. GINGREY (at the request of Mr. 
DELAY) for today on account of attend-
ing to family commitments. 

Mr. WALSH (at the request of Mr. 
DELAY) for today on account of per-
sonal reasons. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida (at the request 
of Mr. DELAY) for today until 12:30 p.m. 
on account of attending the funeral at 
Arlington National Cemetery of Spc. 
Louis Niedermeier of Largo, Florida, 
who died in Iraq on June 1, 2005.

f 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 

By unanimous consent, permission to 
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders 
heretofore entered, was granted to: 

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Ms. WOOLSEY) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:) 

Ms. WOOLSEY, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. BROWN of Ohio, for 5 minutes, 

today. 
Mr. DEFAZIO, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. PALLONE, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. RYAN of Ohio, for 5 minutes, 

today. 
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. NORWOOD) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:) 

Mr. GUTKNECHT, for 5 minutes, June 
24. 

Ms. GINNY BROWN-WAITE of Florida, 
for 5 minutes, today. 

Mr. FRANKS of Arizona, for 5 minutes, 
today and June 20. 

Mr. FOLEY, for 5 minutes, today.
f 

ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. POE. Mr. Speaker, I move that 
the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 5 o’clock and 6 minutes p.m.), 
under its previous order, the House ad-
journed until Monday, June 20, 2005, at 
12:30 p.m., for morning hour debates.

f 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 8 of rule XII, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

2413. A letter from the Acting Adminis-
trator, AMS, Department of Agriculture, 
transmitting the Department’s final rule — 
Revision of User Fees for 2005 Crop Cotton 
Classification Services to Growers [CN-05-
001] (RIN: 0581-AC43) received June 3, 2005, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture. 

2414. A letter from the Acting Adminis-
trator, AMS, Department of Agriculture, 
transmitting the Department’s final rule — 
Milk in the Upper Midwest Marketing Area; 
Interim Order Amending the Order [Docket 
No. AO-361-A39; DA-04-03A] received June 15, 
2005, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Agriculture. 

2415. A letter from the Congressional Re-
view Coordinator, APHIS, Department of Ag-
riculture, transmitting the Department’s 
final rule — Addition of Malaysia To List of 
Regions in Which Highly Pathogenic Avian 
Influenza Subtype H5N1 Is Considered to 
Exist [Docket No. 04-091-2] received June 10, 
2005, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Agriculture. 

2416. A letter from the Acting Assistant 
Secretary, Department of Labor, transmit-
ting the Department’s final rule — Oregon 
State Plan; Final Approval Determination 
[Docket No. T-027A] (RIN: 1218-AC13) re-
ceived June 3, 2005, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Education 
and the Workforce. 

2417. A letter from the Deputy Executive 
Director, Pension Benefit Guaranty Corpora-
tion, transmitting the Corporation’s final 
rule — Benefits Payable in Terminated Sin-
gle-Employer Plans; Allocation of Assets in 
Single-Employer Plans; Interest Assump-
tions for Valuing and Paying Benefits — re-
ceived June 15, 2005, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Education 
and the Workforce. 

2418. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
for Fish, Wildlife and Parks, Department of 
the Interior, transmitting the Department’s 
final rule — Migratory Bird Permits; Deter-
mination that Falconry Regulations for the 
State of Connecticut Meet Federal Stand-
ards (RIN: 1018-AT63) received June 10, 2005, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Resources. 

2419. A letter from the Deputy Assistant 
Administrator for Operations, NMFS, Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion, transmitting the Administration’s final 
rule — Fisheries of the Caribbean, Gulf of 
Mexico, and South Atlantic; Reef Fishery of 
the Gulf of Mexico; Red Snapper Rebuilding 
Plan [Docket No. 0408044227-5143-02; I.D. 
072604A] (RIN: 0648-AP02) received June 9, 
2005, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Resources. 

2420. A letter from the Deputy Assistant 
Administrator for Regulatory Programs, 
NMFS, National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration, transmitting the Adminis-
tration’s final rule — Fisheries Off West 
Coast States and in the Western Pacific; Pa-
cific Coast Groundfish Fishery; Spiny 
Dogfish; Open Access; Routine Management 
Measure; Closure Authority [Docket No. 
050302053-5120-03; I.D. 042605G] (RIN: 0648-
AT38) received May 23, 2005, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Re-
sources. 

2421. A letter from the Deputy Assistant 
Administrator for Regulatory Programs, 
NMFS, National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration, transmitting the Adminis-
tration’s final rule — Magnuson-Stevens 
Fishery Conservation and Management Act 
Provisions; Fisheries of the Northeastern 
United States; Monkfish Fishery; Amend-
ment 2 [Docket No. 041229366-5088-02; I.D. 
122304D] (RIN: 0648-AQ25) received May 19, 
2005, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Resources. 
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2422. A letter from the Acting Director, Of-

fice of Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion, transmitting the Administration’s final 
rule — Fisheries of the Exclusive Economic 
Zone Off Alaska; Yellowfin Sole in the Ber-
ing Sea and Aleutian Islands Management 
Area [Docket No. 041126332-5039-02; I.D. 
051705F] received June 9, 2005, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Re-
sources.

f 

DISCHARGE OF COMMITTEE 
Pursuant to clause 2 of rule XII the 

following action was taken by the 
Speaker:

H.R. 68. Committee on Ways and Means 
discharged; Committed to the Committee of 
the Whole House on the State of the Union 
and ordered to be printed 

H.R. 358. Committee on Ways and Means 
discharged; Committed to the Committee of 
the Whole House on the State of the Union 
and ordered to be printed

f

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 2 of rule XII, public 

bills and resolutions were introduced 
and severally referred, as follows:

By Mr. SMITH of New Jersey (for him-
self, Mr. PAYNE, Mr. PITTS, and Mr. 
PENCE): 

H.R. 2957. A bill to amend the Foreign As-
sistance Act of 1961 to provide for the estab-
lishment of centers for the treatment of ob-
stetric fistula in developing countries; to the 
Committee on International Relations. 

By Mr. MURPHY: 
H.R. 2958. A bill to require notification of 

appropriate emergency response authorities 
when damage to underground pipeline facili-
ties occurs or is discovered; to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture, and in addition to the Committee on 
Energy and Commerce, for a period to be 
subsequently determined by the Speaker, in 
each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the 
committee concerned. 

By Mr. EVANS (for himself, Mr. 
BAKER, Mr. BOEHLERT, Mr. UDALL of 
Colorado, Mrs. MALONEY, Mr. PICK-
ERING, Ms. HOOLEY, Mr. KING of New 
York, and Mr. BLUMENAUER): 

H.R. 2959. A bill to amend title 38, United 
States Code, to provide for the establishment 
of Parkinson’s Disease Research Education 
and Clinical Centers in the Veterans Health 
Administration of the Department of Vet-
erans Affairs; to the Committee on Veterans’ 
Affairs. 

By Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California 
(for himself, Mr. KILDEE, Ms. PELOSI, 
Mr. OWENS, Mr. PAYNE, Ms. WOOLSEY, 
Mr. HINOJOSA, Mrs. MCCARTHY, Mr. 
TIERNEY, Mr. WU, Mr. KUCINICH, Mr. 
HOLT, Ms. MCCOLLUM of Minnesota, 
Mrs. DAVIS of California, Mr. DAVIS 
of Illinois, Mr. GRIJALVA, Mr. VAN 
HOLLEN, Mr. RYAN of Ohio, Mr. 
BISHOP of New York, Mr. BARROW, 
Mr. HIGGINS, Mr. DOGGETT, Ms. MAT-
SUI, Ms. BALDWIN, Mr. MICHAUD, Mrs. 
JONES of Ohio, Mr. STARK, Mr. CON-
YERS, Ms. SOLIS, Ms. BERKLEY, and 
Mr. STRICKLAND): 

H.R. 2960. A bill to amend the Higher Edu-
cation Act of 1965; to the Committee on Edu-
cation and the Workforce. 

By Mr. WALDEN of Oregon (for himself 
and Mr. TANNER): 

H.R. 2961. A bill to amend title XVIII of the 
Social Security Act to extend and improve 
protections for sole community hospitals 
under the Medicare Program; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means, and in addition 

to the Committee on Energy and Commerce, 
for a period to be subsequently determined 
by the Speaker, in each case for consider-
ation of such provisions as fall within the ju-
risdiction of the committee concerned. 

By Mr. ABERCROMBIE (for himself, 
Mr. FILNER, Ms. CORRINE BROWN of 
Florida, Mr. EVANS, Mr. GUTIERREZ, 
Mr. HINCHEY, Ms. HOOLEY, Mr. KIL-
DEE, Mr. MATHESON, Mr. MCDERMOTT, 
Mr. SANDERS, Mr. SERRANO, and Mr. 
WEXLER): 

H.R. 2962. A bill to amend title 38, United 
States Code, to revise the eligibility criteria 
for presumption of service-connection of cer-
tain diseases and disabilities for veterans ex-
posed to ionizing radiation during military 
service, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Veterans’ Affairs. 

By Ms. BALDWIN (for herself, Mr. 
BOOZMAN, Mr. MILLER of Florida, Ms. 
BERKLEY, Mr. HUNTER, Mr. SKELTON, 
Mr. EVANS, Mr. MURTHA, Mr. 
SHIMKUS, Mrs. EMERSON, Mr. SNYDER, 
Mr. KENNEDY of Minnesota, Mr. 
GINGREY, Mr. SPRATT, Mr. GILCHREST, 
Mr. FATTAH, Mr. STEARNS, Mr. PRICE 
of North Carolina, Mr. WELDON of 
Florida, and Mr. GENE GREEN of 
Texas): 

H.R. 2963. A bill to amend title 38, United 
States Code, to improve compensation bene-
fits for veterans in certain cases of impair-
ment of vision involving both eyes; to the 
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs. 

By Mr. COLE of Oklahoma (for himself, 
Mr. LUCAS, and Mr. BOREN): 

H.R. 2964. A bill to amend the National 
Trails System Act to designate the Chisholm 
Trail and Great Western Trail historic cat-
tle-drive trails for study and for potential 
addition to the National Trails System, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on Re-
sources. 

By Mr. HOEKSTRA (for himself, Mr. 
FRANK of Massachusetts, Mrs. 
MALONEY, Mr. SENSENBRENNER, Mr. 
CONYERS, Mr. COBLE, Mr. MANZULLO, 
Mr. NADLER, Mr. EHLERS, Mr. TOM 
DAVIS of Virginia, Mr. DINGELL, Mr. 
JENKINS, Mr. EVERETT, Mr. RANGEL, 
Mr. HOSTETTLER, Mr. FEENEY, Mr. 
KINGSTON, Ms. BALDWIN, Mr. INGLIS of 
South Carolina, Mr. UPTON, Mr. 
EMANUEL, Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland, 
Mr. KNOLLENBERG, Mr. FORBES, Mr. 
FLAKE, Mr. SESSIONS, Mr. OLVER, Mr. 
LOBIONDO, Mrs. MYRICK, Mr. ROYCE, 
Mr. LANTOS, Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr. 
PENCE, Mr. SOUDER, Mr. CAMP, Mr. 
DOYLE, Mr. BOEHNER, Mr. NEY, Mr. 
CARTER, Mr. NUSSLE, Mr. WEINER, 
Mr. NORWOOD, Mr. ROGERS of Michi-
gan, Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania, Mr. 
DUNCAN, Mr. MCCOTTER, Mr. MCKEON, 
Ms. HART, Mr. KUCINICH, Mr. THORN-
BERRY, Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin, Mr. 
LATHAM, Mrs. MILLER of Michigan, 
Mr. LEACH, Mr. SHADEGG, Ms. WOOL-
SEY, Mrs. BLACKBURN, Mr. 
CULBERSON, Mr. GINGREY, Mr. TERRY, 
Mr. WAMP, Mr. FERGUSON, Mrs. 
MUSGRAVE, Mr. CHOCOLA, Mr. 
BEAUPREZ, Mr. PORTER, Mr. OSBORNE, 
Mr. TIBERI, Mrs. BIGGERT, Mr. WIL-
SON of South Carolina, Mr. SHUSTER, 
Mr. MORAN of Kansas, Mr. HAYES, Mr. 
KING of Iowa, Mrs. WILSON of New 
Mexico, Mr. BARRETT of South Caro-
lina, Mr. PLATTS, and Mr. CANTOR): 

H.R. 2965. A bill to amend title 18, United 
States Code, to require Federal Prison Indus-
tries to compete for its contracts minimizing 
its unfair competition with private sector 
firms and their non-inmate workers and em-
powering Federal agencies to get the best 
value for taxpayers’ dollars, to provide a 
five-year period during which Federal Prison 
Industries adjusts to obtaining inmate work 
opportunities through other than its manda-

tory source status, to enhance inmate access 
to remedial and vocational opportunities and 
other rehabilitative opportunities to better 
prepare inmates for a successful return to so-
ciety, to authorize alternative inmate work 
opportunities in support of non-profit orga-
nizations and other public service programs, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. HONDA: 

H.R. 2966. A bill to amend title 38, United 
States Code, to clarify the availability of 
emergency medical care for veterans in non-
Department of Veterans Affairs medical fa-
cilities; to the Committee on Veterans’ Af-
fairs. 

By Ms. KILPATRICK of Michigan (for 
herself, Mr. WATT, Mr. CONYERS, Mr. 
ABERCROMBIE, Mr. MCCOTTER, Mr. 
GRIJALVA, Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHN-
SON of Texas, Mr. HONDA, Mr. UPTON, 
Mr. MCDERMOTT, Ms. WATSON, Mr. 
CAMP, Mr. STUPAK, Mr. LEVIN, Mr. 
DINGELL, Mr. KILDEE, Mr. HOEKSTRA, 
Mr. HOLT, Mr. ROGERS of Michigan, 
Mr. SCHWARZ of Michigan, Mrs. MIL-
LER of Michigan, Mr. EHLERS, and 
Mr. KNOLLENBERG): 

H.R. 2967. A bill to designate the Federal 
building located at 333 Mt. Elliott Street in 
Detroit, Michigan, as the ‘‘Rosa Parks Fed-
eral Building‘‘; to the Committee on Trans-
portation and Infrastructure. 

By Mr. KING of New York (for himself, 
Mr. SHIMKUS, Mr. GRIJALVA, Mr. BUR-
TON of Indiana, and Mr. LAHOOD): 

H.R. 2968. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to allow penalty-free with-
drawals from individual retirement plans for 
adoption expenses; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. KUCINICH (for himself, Mr. 
GEORGE MILLER of California, Mr. 
CONYERS, Mr. FRANK of Massachu-
setts, Mr. MARKEY, and Mr. AN-
DREWS): 

H.R. 2969. A bill to amend title 9 of the 
United States Code to exclude all employ-
ment contracts from the arbitration provi-
sions of chapter 1 of such title; and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on the Judici-
ary, and in addition to the Committee on 
Education and the Workforce, for a period to 
be subsequently determined by the Speaker, 
in each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the 
committee concerned. 

By Mr. KUHL of New York: 

H.R. 2970. A bill to provide public safety of-
ficer disability benefits to officers disabled 
before the enactment of the Federal public 
safety officer disability benefits law; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mrs. MUSGRAVE: 

H.R. 2971. A bill to provide for parental no-
tification and intervention in the case of a 
minor seeking an abortion; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mrs. MYRICK: 

H.R. 2972. A bill to suspend temporarily the 
duty on 2-Naphthalenesulfonic acid, 6-[(2,4-
diaminophenyl)azo]-3-[[4-[[4-[[7-[(2,4-
diaminophenyl azo]-1-hydroxy-3-sulfo-2-
naphthalenyl]azo]phenyl]amino]-3- 
sulfophenyl]azo]-4-hydroxy-, trisodium salt; 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mrs. MYRICK: 

H.R. 2973. A bill to suspend temporarily the 
duty on Methylene Bis-Benzotriazolyl 
Tetramethylbutylphenol; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

By Mrs. MYRICK: 

H.R. 2974. A bill to suspend temporarily the 
duty on Bis-Ethylhexyloxyphenol 
Methoxyphenol Triazine; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 
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By Mrs. MYRICK: 

H.R. 2975. A bill to suspend temporarily the 
duty on Benzenesulfonic acid, 2,2’-[(1-meth-
yl-1,2-ethanediyl)bis[imino(6-fluoro-1,3,5-tria 
ine-4,2-diyl)imino[2-[(aminocarbonyl)amino]-
4,1-phenylene]az ]]bis[5-[(4-sulfophenyl)azo]-, 
sodium salt; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mrs. MYRICK: 
H.R. 2976. A bill to suspend temporarily the 

duty on Chromate(2-), [3-(hydroxy-.kappa.O)-
4-[[2-(hydroxy-.kappa.O)-1-naphthale yl]azo-
.kappa.N2]-1-naphthalenesulfonato(3-)][1-[[2-
(hydroxy kappa.O)-5-[4-
methoxyphenyl)azo]phenyl]azo-.kappa.N2]-2-
nap hthalenolato(2-)-.kappa.O]-, disodium; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. REHBERG: 
H.R. 2977. A bill to designate the facility of 

the United States Postal Service located at 
306 2nd Avenue in Brockway, Montana, as 
the ‘‘Paul Kasten Post Office Building’’; to 
the Committee on Government Reform. 

By Mr. REHBERG: 
H.R. 2978. A bill to allow the Assiniboine 

and Sioux Tribes of the Fort Peck Indian 
Reservation to enter into a lease or other 
temporary conveyance of water rights recog-
nized under the Fort Peck-Montana Compact 
for the purpose of meeting the water needs of 
the Dry Prairie Rural Water Association, In-
corporated, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Resources. 

By Mr. REHBERG: 
H.R. 2979. A bill to amend the Crow Bound-

ary Settlement Act of 1994 regarding the dis-
tribution of capital gains from the Crow 
Tribal Trust Fund; to the Committee on Re-
sources. 

By Mr. TANCREDO: 
H.R. 2980. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-

enue Code of 1986 to provide for the non-
recognition of gain on real property which is 
involuntarily converted as the result of the 
exercise of eminent domain, without regard 
to whether such property is replaced; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. UDALL of New Mexico (for 
himself, Ms. VELÁZQUEZ, Mr. OBER-
STAR, Mr. CASE, Mr. GRIJALVA, Mr. 
ABERCROMBIE, Mr. MCDERMOTT, Mr. 
REYES, Mr. HONDA, Mr. HASTINGS of 
Florida, Mr. PALLONE, Mr. YOUNG of 
Alaska, Mr. TOWNS, Mr. MATHESON, 
Ms. HERSETH, Mrs. CUBIN, Ms. MCCOL-
LUM of Minnesota, Mr. MORAN of Vir-
ginia, and Mr. MANZULLO): 

H.R. 2981. A bill to amend the Small Busi-
ness Act to expand and improve the assist-
ance provided by Small Business Develop-
ment Centers to Indian tribe members, Na-
tive Alaskans, and Native Hawaiians; to the 
Committee on Small Business. 

By Mr. WYNN: 
H.R. 2982. A bill to require the Federal 

Communications Commission to reorganize 
the bureaus of the Commission in order to 
better carry out their regulatory functions; 
to the Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

By Mrs. BIGGERT (for herself, Mr. 
KANJORSKI, Mr. BRADLEY of New 
Hampshire, Mr. FEENEY, Mr. 
HENSARLING, Mr. BURTON of Indiana, 
Mr. HINOJOSA, Mr. CROWLEY, Mr. 
GARY G. MILLER of California, Mr. 
MCCOTTER, Mr. PORTER, Mr. BOEH-
LERT, Mr. LEACH, Mr. KNOLLENBERG, 
Mr. MANZULLO, Mr. RAMSTAD, Mr. 
POMEROY, Mr. HOLDEN, Mr. GORDON, 
Mr. BACHUS, Ms. PRYCE of Ohio, Mrs. 
MALONEY, Mr. PUTNAM, Mrs. KELLY, 
Mr. LEWIS of Georgia, and Mr. LEWIS 
of California): 

H. Con. Res. 181. Concurrent resolution 
supporting the goals and ideals of National 
Life Insurance Awareness Month, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Govern-
ment Reform. 

By Mr. GALLEGLY (for himself, Mr. 
DINGELL, Mr. WEXLER, Mr. LIPINSKI, 
Mr. KANJORSKI, Mr. ROYCE, Mr. 
ENGEL, and Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA): 

H. Res. 328. A resolution recognizing the 
25th anniversary of the workers’ strikes in 
Poland in 1980 that led to the establishment 
of the Solidarity Trade Union; to the Com-
mittee on International Relations. 

By Mrs. MALONEY (for herself, Mrs. 
LOWEY, Mr. ROSS, Mr. BACA, Mr. 
BRADY of Pennsylvania, Ms. CARSON, 
Mrs. CHRISTENSEN, Mr. CONYERS, Mr. 
CROWLEY, Mr. GRIJALVA, Mr. 
HASTINGS of Florida, Mr. HINCHEY, 
Mr. HONDA, Mr. ISRAEL, Ms. EDDIE 
BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas, Mrs. 
JONES of Ohio, Mr. KANJORSKI, Mr. 
LANTOS, Mrs. MCCARTHY, Ms. MCCOL-
LUM of Minnesota, Mr. MCDERMOTT, 
Mr. MCGOVERN, Ms. MATSUI, Mr. 
MEEKS of New York, Mr. GEORGE MIL-
LER of California, Mr. MOORE of Kan-
sas, Mr. MORAN of Virginia, Mrs. 
NAPOLITANO, Mr. PAYNE, Mr. SCOTT of 
Georgia, Mr. STRICKLAND, Mr. VAN 
HOLLEN, and Ms. WATSON): 

H. Res. 329. A resolution honoring former 
President William Jefferson Clinton on the 
occasion of his 59th birthday; to the Com-
mittee on Government Reform.

f

PRIVATE BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 3 of rule XII, private 
bills and resolutions of the following 
titles were introduced and severally re-
ferred, as follows:

By Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania: 
H.R. 2983. A bill for the relief of Zhuljeta 

Zhegra; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania: 

H.R. 2984. A bill for the relief of Shpetim 
Daku; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

f 

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 

Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors 
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions as follows: 

H.R. 20: Mr. PICKERING. 
H.R. 42: Mr. KUHL of New York. 
H.R. 63: Mr. PASCRELL, Ms. DELAURO, Mr. 

MEEK of Florida, Mr. TOWNS, Mr. SCHIFF, Mr. 
THOMPSON of Mississippi, and Ms. MATSUI. 

H.R. 181: Mr. PRICE of Georgia. 
H.R. 226: Mr. UPTON. 
H.R. 269: Mrs. JO ANN DAVIS of Virginia. 
H.R. 282: Mr. LARSON of Connecticut and 

Mr. CRENSHAW. 
H.R. 294: Mr. PLATTS. 
H.R. 303: Mr. SNYDER, Mr. HAYWORTH, and 

Mr. GREEN of Wisconsin. 
H.R. 406: Mr. MCHENRY. 
H.R. 421: Mr. MOORE of Kansas. 
H.R. 457: Mr. PRICE of North Carolina, Mr. 

UDALL of Colorado, and Mr. ORTIZ. 
H.R. 475: Mr. JEFFERSON. 
H.R. 500: Mr. MORAN of Kansas.
H.R. 535: Mr. CUMMINGS, Mr. AL GREEN of 

Texas, Ms. MOORE of Wisconsin, Mr. GUTIER-
REZ, Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA, Mr. DAVIS of Illi-
nois, Mr. SALAZAR, Mr. RUSH, and Mr. 
CARDIN. 

H.R. 537: Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas and Mr. 
WESTMORELAND. 

H.R. 559: Mrs. JONES of Ohio. 
H.R. 566: Mr. ENGEL. 
H.R. 616: Mr. LYNCH, Mr. FORD, Ms. 

MILLENDER-MCDONALD, and Mr. WAXMAN. 
H.R. 688: Ms. GINNY BROWN-WAITE of Flor-

ida. 
H.R. 697: Mr. HOLDEN. 
H.R. 699: Mr. BAKER, Mrs. MILLER of Michi-

gan, Mr. FATTAH, Mr. LATHAM, and Mr. 
LEACH. 

H.R. 772: Mr. BOYD and Mr. CLEAVER. 
H.R. 783: Ms. SLAUGHTER, Mr. ROTHMAN, 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts, Mr. LATHAM, 
and Mr. DOYLE. 

H.R. 808: Mr. FEENEY, Mr. JINDAL, Ms. MAT-
SUI, Mr. MILLER of North Carolina, Mr. 
OSBORNE, Mr. POMBO, and Mr. RUSH. 

H.R. 817: Mr. DAVIS of Kentucky, Mrs. 
BIGGERT, Mr. WILSON of South Carolina, Mr. 
SIMMONS, and Mr. MEEHAN. 

H.R. 844: Mr. OWENS, Mr. CUMMINGS, and 
Mr. BISHOP of Georgia. 

H.R. 857: Mr. MCCOTTER. 
H.R. 870: Mr. HINCHEY. 
H.R. 893: Mrs. TAUSCHER. 
H.R. 896: Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART of Flor-

ida.
H.R. 898: Ms. LINDA T. SÁNCHEZ of Cali-

fornia, Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin, and Mr. 
ETHERIDGE. 

H.R. 920: Mr. HOLT. 
H.R. 923: Mr. NORWOOD. 
H.R. 930: Mr. BARRETT of South Carolina. 
H.R. 949: Ms. GINNY BROWN-WAITE of Flor-

ida. 
H.R. 951: Mrs. WILSON of New Mexico, Mr. 

GENE GREEN of Texas, Mr. DOGGETT, and Mr. 
VAN HOLLEN. 

H.R. 964: Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota, Mr. 
PLATTS, Mr. OLVER, Mr. BOUCHER, Mr. 
MCGOVERN, and Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. 

H.R. 983: Mr. FARR. 
H.R. 997: Mr. WESTMORELAND, and Miss 

MCMORRIS. 
H.R. 1067: Ms. HARMAN. 
H.R. 1070: Mr. STEARNS. 
H.R. 1088: Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. 
H.R. 1100: Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. 
H.R. 1125: Mr. PASCRELL, Mr. BRADY of 

Pennsylvania, and Mr. MEEKS of New York. 
H.R. 1131: Mr. BARRETT of South Carolina, 

Mr. CHANDLER, Mr. ETHERIDGE, Mr. SPRATT, 
Mr. EHLERS, Ms. ZOE LOFGREN of California, 
and Ms. ESHOO. 

H.R. 1146: Mr. EVERETT. 
H.R. 1204: Ms. MOORE of Wisconsin and Mr. 

CLYBURN. 
H.R. 1217: Mr. LEACH and Ms. DEGETTE.
H.R. 1222: Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 

Texas and Mr. CROWLEY. 
H.R. 1258: Mr. MICHAUD. 
H.R. 1288: Mr. GREEN of Wisconsin, Mr. 

HUNTER, Mr. KELLER, Mr. LEWIS of Cali-
fornia, Mr. GOODLATTE, Mr. MCKEON, and Mr. 
JENKINS. 

H.R. 1298: Mr. ORTIZ, Mr. EMANUEL, Ms. 
HART, Mr. RENZI, and Mr. HULSHOF. 

H.R. 1312: Mrs. LOWEY and Mr. SABO. 
H.R. 1319: Mr. CUELLAR. 
H.R. 1333: Mr. MCINTYRE, Mr. BARRETT of 

South Carolina, Mr. FITZPATRICK of Pennsyl-
vania, Ms. BERKLEY, Mr. INSLEE, Mr. MEE-
HAN, and Mr. STRICKLAND. 

H.R. 1345: Mr. ENGLISH of Pennsylvania. 
H.R. 1372: Mr. PAYNE, Mr. TOWNS, Mr. 

WYNN, Mr. PALLONE, Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, Mr. 
HINCHEY, Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD, Mr. BRADY of 
Pennsylvania, Mr. STARK, and Ms. EDDIE 
BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas. 

H.R. 1447: Mr. GORDON. 
H.R. 1449: Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. 
H.R. 1456: Mr. MCNULTY and Mr. MILLER of 

North Carolina. 
H.R. 1478: Mr. GILLMOR. 
H.R. 1498: Mr. CRAMER, Mr. DOYLE, Mr. 

FORBES, and Mr. PETERSON of Pennsylvania. 
H.R. 1545: Mr. GORDON. 
H.R. 1578: Mr. ROSS and Mr. PAYNE. 
H.R. 1582: Mr. OLVER and Mr. ALLEN. 
H.R. 1663: Mr. DOYLE, Mrs. MUSGRAVE, Ms. 

ZOE LOFGREN of California, and Mr. DEAL of 
Georgia. 

H.R. 1667: Ms. GINNY BROWN-WAITE of Flor-
ida, Mr. OWENS, Mr. EDWARDS, and Mrs. 
DAVIS of California. 

H.R. 1704: Mr. LATHAM. 
H.R. 1707: Mrs. TAUSCHER. 
H.R. 1708: Ms. MATSUI. 
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H.R. 1745: Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. 
H.R. 1748: Mr. GALLEGLY and Mrs. 

BLACKBURN. 
H.R. 1795: Mrs. LOWEY. 
H.R. 1850: Mr. RANGEL, Mr. NEAL of Massa-

chusetts, Mr. WYNN, Mr. HOLT, and Ms. 
SCHAKOWSKY. 

H.R. 1931: Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island. 
H.R. 1946: Mr. PASCRELL, Mr. NADLER, and 

Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania. 
H.R. 2108: Mrs. LOWEY. 
H.R. 2196: Mrs. LOWEY. 
H.R. 2207: Mr. MENENDEZ. 
H.R. 2209: Mr. ROSS and Mr. BARTLETT of 

Maryland. 
H.R. 2238: Mr. LAHOOD and Ms. DEGETTE. 
H.R. 2305: Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi and 

Mr. HOLDEN. 
H.R. 2317: Mr. MEEK of Florida. 
H.R. 2327: Mr. DOYLE and Mr. FRANK of 

Massachusetts. 
H.R. 2356: Mr. WALDEN of Oregon, Mr. GER-

LACH, Mr. DICKS, Mr. ANDREWS, Mr. LATHAM, 
Mr. KENNEDY of Minnesota, Mr. MARCHANT, 
Mr. ROTHMAN, Mr. SNYDER, Mrs. DAVIS of 
California, Mr. PAYNE, Ms. WOOLSEY, Mr. 
SOUDER, Mrs. CAPITO, Mr. MATHESON, Mr. 
REYES, Mr. LAHOOD, and Mr. WOLF. 

H.R. 2386: Mr. SHADEGG, Mr. ETHERIDGE, 
Mr. BRADLEY of New Hampshire, Ms. PRYCE 
of Ohio, Mr. HASTINGS of Washington, Mr. 
BEAUPREZ, Mr. VAN HOLLEN, Mrs. JO ANN 
DAVIS of Virginia, Mr. WELDON of Pennsyl-
vania, Mr. FRANKS of Arizona, Mr. PICK-
ERING, Mr. LINDER, Mr. PORTER, and Mr. 
FORBES. 

H.R. 2387: Mr. BLUNT. 
H.R. 2389: Mr. BONILLA and Miss MCMORRIS. 
H.R. 2423: Mr. SOUDER and Mr. SCHIFF. 
H.R. 2429: Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. 
H.R. 2458: Mr. STEARNS. 
H.R. 2498: Mr. AKIN, Mrs. CAPITO, Mr. 

LAHOOD, Mr. BOSWELL, Miss MCMORRIS, and 
Mr. HOLDEN. 

H.R. 2553: Mr. ALLEN and Mr. LEVIN. 
H.R. 2567: Ms. BERKLEY. 
H.R. 2600: Mr. PUTNAM. 
H.R. 2637: Mr. GERLACH, Mr. MILLER of 

Florida, and Ms. NORTON. 
H.R. 2642: Mr. WAMP and Mr. FILNER. 
H.R. 2646: Mr. BROWN of South Carolina, 

Mr. CAMP, Mr. HEFLEY, Mr. KELLER, Mr. 
LUCAS, Mr. REHBERG, Mr. SHUSTER, Mr. 
UPTON, Mr. THORNBERRY, and Mr. DOYLE. 

H.R. 2652: Mr. BOREN, Mr. LUCAS, and Mr. 
SULLIVAN. 

H.R. 2662: Mr. MEEKS of New York, Mr. 
EMANUEL, Ms. ZOE LOFGREN of California, 
Ms. PELOSI, Mr. ANDREWS, Mrs. BONO, Ms. 
BORDALLO, Mr. GONZALEZ, Mr. ROTHMAN, Mr. 
WEINER, Mr. SCOTT of Virginia, Mr. SKELTON, 
Mr. CARNAHAN, Mr. LEWIS of Georgia, Mr. 
DINGELL, Mr. DEFAZIO, Ms. CARSON, Mr. 
PASCRELL, Mr. FOLEY, Mr. UDALL of New 
Mexico, and Mr. SNYDER. 

H.R. 2679: Mr. RAMSTAD. 
H.R. 2680: Mr. OWENS, Mr. LEWIS of Ken-

tucky, and Mr. PAUL. 
H.R. 2717: Mr. MORAN of Kansas, Mr. KIL-

DEE, Mr. BISHOP of New York, Mr. EMANUEL, 
Mr. SABO, and Mr. VAN HOLLEN. 

H.R. 2721: Mr. FITZPATRICK of Pennsyl-
vania, Mr. COOPER, Mr. TANNER, Mr. PITTS, 
Mr. SAXTON, Mr. GILCHREST, Mr. TIAHRT, and 
Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland. 

H.R. 2726: Mr. MILLER of Florida. 
H.R. 2736: Mr. NADLER and Mr. DOGGETT. 
H.R. 2746: Mr. MCGOVERN and Mr. BROWN of 

Ohio. 
H.R. 2794: Mr. MCHUGH. 
H.R. 2804: Mr. STEARNS. 
H.R. 2835: Mr. MENENDEZ and Mr. STRICK-

LAND. 
H.R. 2861: Mr. SNYDER, Mr. HOLT, and Mr. 

GORDON. 
H.R. 2874: Mr. SOUDER. 

H.R. 2876: Mr. BACHUS, Mr. MORAN of Vir-
ginia, Mr. FILNER, Mr. CASE, and Mr. 
MCCAUL of Texas. 

H.R. 2877: Mr. LANGEVIN and Mr. KENNEDY 
of Rhode Island.

H.R. 2891: Mr. MCDERMOTT. 
H.R. 2899: Mr. ADERHOLT. 
H.R. 2927: Mrs. JONES of Ohio. 
H.R. 2930: Mr. UPTON and Mr. MCHUGH. 
H.R. 2943: Mrs. KELLY. 
H.R. 2945: Mr. CUNNINGHAM, Mr. MARSHALL, 

and Mrs. MCCARTHY. 
H.J. Res. 55: Mr. HINCHEY, Mr. GEORGE MIL-

LER of California, Mr. BROWN of Ohio, Ms. 
ESHOO, Ms. ZOE LOFGREN of California, Ms. 
SCHAKOWSKY, Mr. DELAHUNT, and Mr. 
DEFAZIO. 

H. Con. Res. 24: Ms. MCCOLLUM of Min-
nesota. 

H. Con. Res. 90: Mr. WAXMAN. 
H. Con. Res. 128: Mr. SCHIFF. 
H. Con. Res. 137: Mr. MCCOTTER. 
H. Con. Res. 160: Mr. GONZALEZ and Mr. 

GENE GREEN of Texas. 
H. Con. Res. 162: Mr. DOYLE. 
H. Con. Res. 172: Mr. DOYLE, Mr. WAXMAN, 

Mr. ANDREWS, and Mr. KILDEE. 
H. Res. 15: Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas, Mr. 

SNYDER, and Mr. FORTUÑO. 
H. Res. 76: Mr. MCGOVERN. 
H. Res. 316: Ms. MCCOLLUM of Minnesota, 

Mr. DINGELL, Mr. ACKERMAN, Ms. BALDWIN, 
Mr. VAN HOLLEN, Ms. WOOLSEY, Mr. DOYLE, 
Mr. CAPUANO, Mr. WAXMAN, and Mrs. KELLY. 

H. Res. 318: Mr. RADANOVICH and Mrs. 
JONES of Ohio. 

H. Res. 323: Mr. DUNCAN, Mr. MCNULTY, Ms. 
ROS-LEHTINEN, Mr. BURTON of Indiana, Ms. 
BALDWIN, and Mr. MENENDEZ. 

H. Res. 325: Mr. SNYDER. 
H. Res. 326: Mr. KIRK. 
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